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Behold, days are coming — says the Lord God - 
I will send a hunger to the land, not a hunger for bread 
nor a thirst for water, but to hear the words of the Lord. 


(AMOS 8:11) 


The Noé edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli 
with the commentary of Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
is dedicated to all those who open its covers 
to quench their thirst for Jewish knowledge, 
in our generation of Torah renaissance. 


This beautiful edition is for the young, the aged, 
the novice and the savant alike, 
as it unites the depth of Torah knowledge 
with the best of academic scholarship. 


Within its exquisite and vibrant pages, 
words become worlds. 


It will claim its place in the library of classics, 
in the bookcases of the Beit Midrash, 
the classrooms of our schools, 
and in the offices of professionals and business people 
who carve out precious time to grapple with its timeless wisdom. 


For the Student and the Scholar 


DEDICATED BY LEO AND SUE NOE 


Steinsaltz 
Center 


KOREN 
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Once upon a time, under pressure of censorship, 
printers would inscribe in the flyleaves 
of volumes of the Talmud: 


Whatever may be written herein about gentiles 
does not refer to the gentiles of today, 
but to gentiles of times past. 


Today, the flyleaves of our books bear a similar inscription, 
albeit an invisible one: 


Whatever may be written herein about Jews 
does not refer to the Jews of today, 
but to Jews who lived in other times. 


So we are able to sit down and study Torah, Talmud, 
books of ethics, or books of faith 


without considering their relevance to our lives. 


Whatever is written there 
does not apply to us or to our generation, 
but only to other people, other times. 


We must expunge from those invisible prologues 
the notion that the words are written about someone else, 
about others, about anyone but us. 


Whether the book is a volume of Torah, 
a tractate of the Talmud, or a tract of faith, 
the opposite must be inscribed: 


Whatever is written herein refers only to me; 
is written for me and obligates me. 


First and foremost, the content is addressed to me. 


— From a public address by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
as quoted in ow »n (Talks on Parashat HaShavua) 
Maggid Books, 2011 
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... These new commentaries — which include a new interpretation of the Talmud, a 
halakhic summary of the debated issues, and various other sections — are a truly out- 
standing work; they can be of great benefit not only to those familiar with talmudic 
study who seek to deepen their understanding, but also to those who are just begin- 
ning to learn, guiding them through the pathways of the Torah and teaching them 
how to delve into the sea of the Talmud. 


I would like to offer my blessing to this learned scholar. May the Holy One grant him 
success with these volumes and may he merit to write many more, to enhance the 
greatness of Torah, and bring glory to God and His word... 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, 7 Adar 5743 


I have seen one tractate from the Talmud to which the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xwSw has added nikkud (vowels) and illustrations to explain that which is 
unknown to many people; he has also added interpretations and innovations, and is 
evidently a talmid hakham. Talmidei hakhamim and yeshiva students ought to study 
these volumes, and synagogues and batei midrash would do well to purchase them, 
as they may find them useful. 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, Adar 5730 
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... I have just had the pleasant surprise of receiving tractate Shabbat (part one), which 

has been published by [Rabbi Steinsaltz] along with his explanations, etc. Happy 
is the man who sees good fruits from his labors. May he continue in this path and 
increase light, for in the matters of holiness there is always room to add — and we 
have been commanded to add — for they are linked to the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
Who is infinite. And may the Holy One grant him success to improve and enhance 
this work, since the greater good strengthens his hand... 


Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson 
The Lubavitcher Rebbe 
Brooklyn, 5 Marheshvan, 5729 
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[Rotee: 


The translation of the books of our past into the language of the present — this was 
the task of the sages of every generation. And in Israel, where the command to “teach 
them repeatedly to your children” applies to all parts of the nation, it was certainly 
the task of every era. This is true for every generation, and in our time — when many 
of those who have strayed far are once again drawing near — all the more so. For many 
today say, “Who will let us drink from the well” of Talmud, and few are those who 
offer up the waters to drink. 


We must, therefore, particularly commend the blessed endeavor of Rabbi Adin Stein- 
saltz to explain the chapters of the Talmud in this extensive yet succinct commentary, 
which, in addition to its literal interpretation of the text, also explicates the latter’s 
underlying logic and translates it into the language of our generation. 


It appears that all those who seek to study Talmud - the diligent student and the 
learned adult — will have no difficulty understanding when using this commentary. 
Moreover, we may hope that the logical explanation will reveal to them the beauty 
of the talmudic page, and they will be drawn deeper and deeper into the intellectual 
pursuit which has engaged the best Jewish minds, and which serves as the corner- 
stone of our very lives... 


Rabbi Moshe Zvi Neria 
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The Talmud in Eruvin 21b states: “Rava continued to interpret verses homiletically. What is 
the meaning of the verse: ‘And besides being wise, Kohelet also taught the people knowledge; 
and he weighed, and sought out, and set in order many proverbs’? (Ecclesiastes 12:9). He 
explains: He taught the people knowledge; he taught it with the accentuation marks in the 
Torah, and explained each matter by means of another matter similar to it. And he weighed 
[izen], and sought out, and set in order many proverbs; Ulla said that Rabbi Eliezer said: At 
first the Torah was like a basket without handles [oznayim] until Solomon came and made 
handles for it.” And as Rashi there explains: “And thus were Israel able to grasp the mitzvot 
and distance themselves from transgressions — just as a vessel with handles is easily held, etc.’ 


Such things may be said of this beloved and eminent man, a great sage of Torah and of virtue. 
And far more than he has done with the Oral Torah, he does with the Written Torah — teaching 
the people knowledge. And beyond that, he also affixes handles to the Torah, i.e., to the Talmud, 
which is obscure and difficult for many. Only the intellectual elite, which are a precious few, 
and those who study in yeshiva, can today learn the Talmud and understand what it says — and 
even though we have Rashi, still not everyone uses him. But now the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xvw has come and affixed handles to the Torah, allowing the Talmud to be held 
and studied, even by simple men. And he has composed a commentary alongside the text, a 
fine commentary in clear, comprehensible language, “a word fitly spoken” with explanations 
and illustrations, so that all those who seek to study the work of God can do so. 


Rabbi Mordechai Eliyahu 
Former Chief Rabbi of Israel, 7 Tishrei, 5754 
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Message from Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 


The Talmud is the cornerstone of Jewish culture. True, our culture originated in the 
Bible and has branched out in directions besides the Talmud, yet the latter’s influ- 
ence on Jewish culture is fundamental. Perhaps because it was composed not by a 
single individual, but rather by hundreds and thousands of Sages in batei midrash in 
an ongoing, millennium-long process, the Talmud expresses not only the deepest 
themes and values of the Jewish people, but also of the Jewish spirit. As the basic 
study text for young and old, laymen and learned, the Talmud may be said to embody 
the historical trajectory of the Jewish soul. It is, therefore, best studied interactively, 
its subject matter coming together with the student’s questions, perplexities, and in- 
novations to form a single intricate weave. In the entire scope of Jewish culture, there 
is not one area that does not draw from or converse with the Talmud. The study of 
Talmud is thus the gate through which a Jew enters his life’s path. 


The Koren Talmud Bavli seeks to render the Talmud accessible to the millions of Jews 
whose mother tongue is English, allowing them to study it, approach it, and perhaps 
even become one with it. 


This project has been carried out and assisted by several people, all of whom have 
worked tirelessly to turn this vision into an actual set of books to be studied. It is a 
joyful duty to thank the many partners in this enterprise for their various contribu- 
tions. Thanks to Koren Publishers Jerusalem, both for the publication of this set and 
for the design ofits very complex graphic layout. Thanks ofa different sort are owed 
to the Steinsaltz Center and its director, Rabbi Menachem Even-lIsrael, for their de- 
termination and persistence in setting this goal and reaching it. Many thanks to the 
translators, editors, and proofreaders for their hard and meticulous work. Thanks 
to the individuals and organizations that supported this project, chief among them 
the Matanel Foundation and the Noé family of London. And thanks in advance to 
all those who will invest their time, hearts, and minds in studying these volumes — to 
learn, to teach, and to practice. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Jerusalem 5772 


A MESSAGE FROM RABBI ADIN EVEN-ISRAEL STEINSALTZ : 
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We are indeed privileged to dedicate this edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli in honor 
of the generous support of Leo and Sue Noé of London. 


The name Noé is synonymous with philanthropy. The family’s charitable endeavors 
span a vast range of educational projects, welfare institutions, and outreach orga- 
nizations across the globe, with a particular emphasis on the “nurturing of each 
individual.” Among so many other charitable activities, the Noés have been deeply 
involved with Kisharon, which provides the British Jewish community with vital sup- 
port for hundreds of people with learning difficulties and their families; they provide 
steadfast support of SEED, which stands at the forefront of adult Jewish education in 
the UK, and Kemach, an organization in Israel that “helps Haredi students sustain 
themselves in dignity,” providing both professional and vocational training for the 
Haredi community in Israel. 


The Noés are not simply donors to institutions. They are partners. Donors think ofa 
sum. Partners think of a cause, becoming rigorously and keenly involved, and giving 
of their time and energy. We are honored that they have chosen to partner with our 
two organizations, the Steinsaltz Center and Koren Publishers Jerusalem, enabling 
us to further and deepen learning among all Jews. 


Leo and Sue are the proud parents and grandparents of five children and their 
families. The next generation has been taught by example that with life’s gifts come 
the responsibilities to be active within and contribute to society — both Jewish and 
non-Jewish — as is consistent with the noblest of Jewish values. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief 


The vastly expanded audience of Talmud study in our generation is a phenomenon 
of historical proportions. The reasons for this phenomenon are many, and include 
the availability of a wide array of translations, commentaries, and study aids. 


One outstanding example of such a work is the translation of the Talmud into mod- 
ern Hebrew by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz. The product of a lifetime of intense 
intellectual labor, this translation stands out in its uniqueness. 


But what can the interested student do if he or she does not comprehend the Hebrew, 
even in its modern form? Where is the English speaker who wishes to access this 
instructive material to turn? 


The Koren Talmud Bavli that you hold in your hand is designed to be the answer to 
those questions. 


This work is the joint effort of Rabbi Steinsaltz himself, his closest advisory staff, and 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem. It is my privilege to have been designated editor-in-chief 
of this important project, and to have worked in close collaboration with a team of 
translators and proofreaders, artists and graphic designers, scholars and editors. 


Together we are presenting to the English-speaking world a translation that has all 
the merits of the original Hebrew work by Rabbi Steinsaltz, and provides assistance 
for the beginner of any age who seeks to obtain the necessary skills to become an 
adept talmudist. 


This is the fourth volume of the project, tractate Eiruvin, part 1. It includes the entire 
original text, in the traditional configuration and pagination of the famed Vilna 
edition of the Talmud. This enables the student to follow the core text with the 
commentaries of Rashi, Tosafot, and the customary marginalia. It also provides a 
clear English translation in contemporary idiom, faithfully based upon the modern 
Hebrew edition. 


At least equal to the linguistic virtues of this edition are the qualities of its graphic 
design. Rather than intimidate students by confronting them with a page-size block 
of text, we have divided the page into smaller thematic units. Thus, readers can focus 
their attention and absorb each discrete discussion before proceeding to the next 
unit. The design of each page allows for sufficient white space to ease the visual task 
of reading. The illustrations, one of the most innovative features of the Hebrew edi- 
tion, have been substantially enhanced and reproduced in color. 


The end result is a literary and artistic masterpiece. This has been achieved through 
the dedicated work of a large team of translators, headed by Rabbi Joshua Schreier, 
and through the unparalleled creative efforts of Raphaél Freeman and his gifted staff. 


INTRODUCTION BY THE EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB : 


xix 


XX 
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The group of individuals who surround Rabbi Steinsaltz and support his work 
deserve our thanks as well. I have come to appreciate their energy, initiative, and 
persistence. And I thank the indefatigable Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, whom I 
cannot praise highly enough. The quality of his guidance and good counsel is sur- 
passed only by his commitment to the dissemination and perpetuation of his father’s 
precious teachings. 

Finally, in humility, awe, and great respect, I acknowledge Rabbi Adin Even-Israel 
Steinsaltz. I thank him for the inspirational opportunity he has granted me to work 
with one of the outstanding sages of our time. 


Rabbi Tzvi Hersh Weinreb 
Jerusalem 5772 
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Preface by the Executive Editor 


Tractate Eiruvin is regarded as one of the most difficult tractates to comprehend 
both conceptually and technically. The discussions of the joining of courtyards and 
Shabbat limits, as well as the merging of alleyways, provide myriad challenges to 
beginners and accomplished scholars alike. 


In the middle of the first chapter (13b), a roadmap to successful Torah study is 
provided in this famous talmudic passage: “Rabbi Abba said that Shmuel said: For 
three years Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel disagreed. These said: The halakha is in 
accordance with our opinion, and these said: The halakha is in accordance with our 
opinion. Ultimately, a Divine Voice emerged and proclaimed: Both these and those 
are the words of the living God. However, the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Beit Hillel.” 


The message is clear. There is room for more than one legitimate opinion in the study 
of God's Torah. 


The Gemara continues and asks: Since both these and those are the words of the 
living God, why were Beit Hillel privileged to have the halakha established in ac- 
cordance with their opinion? If both are legitimate, why is the opinion of Beit Hillel 
preferred? 


Surprisingly, the answer has little to do with scholarship. The reason is that they were 
agreeable and forbearing, showing restraint when affronted, and when they taught 
the halakha they would teach both their own statements and the statements of Beit 
Shammai. Moreover, when they formulated their teachings, in deference to Beit 
Shammai, when citing a dispute they prioritized the statements of Beit Shammai 
over their own statements. 


Beit Hillel serve as paradigmatic role models for all those studying Torah. One who 
seeks preeminence must combine excellence in scholarship together with exemplary 
personal conduct. It is only the fulfillment of mitzvot between man and his Maker 
in tandem with mitzvot between man and his fellow man that is the hallmark of a 
true Torah scholar. 


The Koren Talmud Bavli seeks to follow in the footsteps of Beit Hillel. 


Its user-friendly layout, together with its accessible translation, takes the Steinsaltz 
commentary on the Talmud one step further. It opens the doors to even more stu- 
dents who might have previously felt excluded from the exciting give and take of the 
study hall, enabling them to take their place as full-fledged participants in the world 
of Talmud study. 


My involvement in the production of the Koren Talmud Bavli has been both a privi- 
lege and a pleasure. The Steinsaltz Center, headed by Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel 
and devoted to the dissemination of the wide-ranging, monumental works of Rabbi 
Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz, constitutes the Steinsaltz side of this partnership; Koren 
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Publishers Jerusalem, headed by Matthew Miller, with the day-to-day management 
in the able hands of Raphaël Freeman, constitutes the publishing side of this part- 
nership. The combination of the inspiration, which is the hallmark of the Steinsaltz 
Center, with the creativity and professionalism for which Koren is renowned and 
which I experience on a daily basis, has lent the Koren Talmud Bavli its outstanding 
quality in terms of both content and form. 


I would like to express my appreciation for Rabbi Dr. Tzvi Hersh Weinreb, the editor- 
in-chief, whose insight and guidance have been invaluable. The contribution of my 
friend and colleague, Rabbi Dr. Shalom Z. Berger, the senior content editor, cannot 
be overstated; his title does not begin to convey the excellent direction he has pro- 
vided in all aspects of this project. The erudite and articulate men and women who 
serve as translators, editors and proofreaders have ensured that this project adheres 
to the highest standards. 


There are several others whose contributions to this project cannot be overlooked. 
On the Steinsaltz side: Meir HaNegbi, Yacov Elbert, Tsipora Ifrah, and Oria Tubul. 
On the Koren side, my colleagues at Koren: Rabbi David Fuchs, Rabbi Hanan 
Benayahu, Efrat Gross, Rachel Hanstater Meghnagi, Eliyahu Misgav, Rabbi Yinon 
Chen, and Rabbi Carmiel Cohen. Their assistance in all matters, large and small, is 
appreciated. 

At the risk of being repetitious, I would like to thank Rabbi Dr. Berger for introduc- 
ing me to the world of Steinsaltz. Finally, I would like to thank Rabbi Menachem 


Even-Israel, with whom it continues to be a pleasure to move forward in this great 
enterprise. 


Rabbi Joshua Schreier 
Jerusalem 5772 
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Introduction by the Publisher 


The Talmud has sustained and inspired Jews for thousands of years. Throughout Jewish history, 
an elite cadre of scholars has absorbed its learning and passed it on to succeeding generations. 
The Talmud has been the fundamental text of our people. 


Beginning in the 1960s, Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz xvw created a revolution in the 
history of Talmud study. His translation of the Talmud, first into modern Hebrew and then 
into other languages, as well the practical learning aids he added to the text, have enabled 
millions of people around the world to access and master the complexity and context of the 


world of Talmud. 


It is thus a privilege to present the Koren Talmud Bavli, an English translation of the talmudic 
text with the brilliant elucidation of Rabbi Steinsaltz. The depth and breadth of his knowledge 
are unique in our time. His rootedness in the tradition and his reach into the world beyond 
it are inspirational. 


Working with Rabbi Steinsaltz on this remarkable project has been not only an honor, but a 
great pleasure. Never shy to express an opinion, with wisdom and humor, Rabbi Steinsaltz 
sparkles in conversation, demonstrating his knowledge (both sacred and worldly), sharing his 
wide-ranging interests, and, above all, radiating his passion. I am grateful for the unique op- 
portunity to work closely with him, and I wish him many more years of writing and teaching. 


Our intentions in publishing this new edition of the Talmud are threefold. First, we seek to 
fully clarify the talmudic page to the reader — textually, intellectually, and graphically. Second, 
we seek to utilize today’s most sophisticated technologies, both in print and electronic formats, 
to provide the reader with a comprehensive set of study tools. And third, we seek to help read- 
ers advance in their process of Talmud study. 


To achieve these goals, the Koren Talmud Bavli is unique in a number of ways: 


e The classic tzurat hadaf of Vilna, used by scholars since the 1800s, has been reset for great 
clarity, and opens from the Hebrew “front” of the book. Full nikkud has been added to 
both the talmudic text and Rashi’s commentary, allowing for a more fluent reading with 
the correct pronunciation; the commentaries of Tosafot have been punctuated. Upon the 
advice of many English-speaking teachers of Talmud, we have separated these core pages 
from the translation, thereby enabling the advanced student to approach the text without 
the distraction of the translation. This also reduces the number of volumes in the set. At 
the bottom of each daf, there is a reference to the corresponding English pages. In addition, 
the Vilna edition was read against other manuscripts and older print editions, so that texts 
which had been removed by non-Jewish censors have been restored to their rightful place. 


The English translation, which starts on the English “front” of the book, reproduces the 
menukad Talmud text alongside the English translation (in bold) and commentary and ex- 
planation (in a lighter font). The Hebrew and Aramaic text is presented in logical paragraphs. 
This allows for a fluent reading of the text for the non-Hebrew or non-Aramaic reader. It 
also allows for the Hebrew reader to refer easily to the text alongside. Where the original 
text features dialogue or poetry, the English text is laid out in a manner appropriate to the 


genre. Each page refers to the relevant daf. 
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e Critical contextual tools surround the text and translation: personality notes, 
providing short biographies of the Sages; language notes, explaining foreign 
terms borrowed from Greek, Latin, Persian, or Arabic; and background notes, 
giving information essential to the understanding of the text, including history, 
geography, botany, archaeology, zoology, astronomy, and aspects of daily life in 
the talmudic era. 


e Halakhic summaries provide references to the authoritative legal decisions made 
over the centuries by the rabbis. They explain the reasons behind each halakhic 
decision as well as the ruling’s close connection to the Talmud and its various 
interpreters. 


e Photographs, drawings, and other illustrations have been added throughout the 
text — in full color in the Standard and Electronic editions, and in black and white 
in the Daf Yomi edition — to visually elucidate the text. 


This is not an exhaustive list of features of this edition, it merely presents an overview 
for the English-speaking reader who may not be familiar with the “total approach’ to 
Talmud pioneered by Rabbi Steinsaltz. 


Several professionals have helped bring this vast collaborative project to fruition. My 
many colleagues are noted on the Acknowledgments page, and the leadership of this 
project has been exceptional. 


RABBI MENACHEM EVEN-ISRAEL, DIRECTOR OF THE STEINSALTZ CENTER, 
was the driving force behind this enterprise. With enthusiasm and energy, he formed 
the happy alliance with Koren and established close relationships among all involved 
in the work. 


RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB XW, EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, brought to this 
project his profound knowledge of Torah, intellectual literacy of Talmud, and erudi- 
tion of Western literature. It is to him that the text owes its very high standard, both 
in form and content, and the logical manner in which the beauty of the Talmud is 
presented. 


RABBI JOSHUA SCHREIER, EXECUTIVE EDITOR, assembled an outstanding group 
of scholars, translators, editors, and proofreaders, whose standards and discipline 
enabled this project to proceed in a timely and highly professional manner. 


RABBI MEIR HANEGBI, EDITOR OF THE HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ 
TALMUD, lent his invaluable assistance throughout the work process, supervising the 
reproduction of the Vilna pages. 


RAPHAEL FREEMAN, EXECUTIVE EDITOR OF KOREN, created this Talmud’s 
unique typographic design which, true to the Koren approach, is both elegant and 
user friendly. 


It has been an enriching experience for all of us at Koren Publishers Jerusalem to 
work with the Steinsaltz Center to develop and produce the Koren Talmud Bavli. We 
pray that this publication will be a source of great learning and, ultimately, greater 
avodat Hashem for all Jews. 


Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem 
Jerusalem 5772 
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Introduction to Eiruvin 


See that God has given you the Shabbat, therefore He 
has given you on the sixth day the bread of two days; 
remain every man in his place, let no man go out of 
his place on the seventh day. 


(Exodus 16:29) 


If you turn away your foot because of the Shabbat, 
from pursuing your business on My holy day; and call 
the Shabbat a delight, and the holy of God honorable; 
and shall honor it by not doing your usual ways, nor 
pursuing your business, nor speaking of it; then you 
shall delight yourself in God, and I will make you ride 
upon the high places of the earth, and I will feed you 
with the heritage of Jacob your father; for the mouth 
of God has spoken it. 


(Isaiah 58:13-14) 


Neither carry forth a burden out of your houses on the 
Shabbat day, nor do any work; but make the Shabbat 
day holy, as I commanded your fathers. 


(Jeremiah 17:22) 


Tractate Eiruvin, in its entirety, is an elaboration and conclusion of the subject matter 
discussed in tractate Shabbat, as it focuses on one aspect of the halakhot of Shabbat 
that was not comprehensively elucidated. Tractate Shabbat opened with a discussion 
of the prohibited labor of carrying out on Shabbat. Tractate Eiruvin analyzes the 
details of the rabbinic laws that apply to this act. This prohibited labor is unique in 
that it is not an inherently creative act; rather, it is merely the act of transferring an 
object from one domain to another. 


In essence, the labor of carrying out highlights the significance of Shabbat as a day 
of rest, not only a day during which specific activities are prohibited, but also a day 
on which a premium is placed on quiet, rest, and a sense of relaxation. Shabbat 
demands that one take a break from the everyday hustle and bustle of moving and 
carrying from the public to the private domain and vice versa. Similarly, the public 
thoroughfare calms down from its weekday business and trade. This is accomplished 
by the creation of domains that are unique to Shabbat. That is, they do not corre- 
spond to the domains in force with regard to the rules of commerce, nor those of 
ritual purity. Transference between different domains is forbidden, as is carrying in 


the public domain. 
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The laws of Shabbat recognize four basic domains: 

e A private domain 

e A public domain 

e Akarmelit, which is an intermediate domain, neither public nor private 
e An exempt domain, which is not really a domain at all 


In effect, there are only three domains on Shabbat: the private and the public, both 
of which are domains by Torah law, and the karmelit, which is a domain by rabbinic 
law. All other areas fall into the category of exempt domain. 


The private domain is an area of four handbreadths by four handbreadths; a hand- 
breadth is the distance from the tip of the thumb to the tip of the little finger, or 
slightly more. A private domain is separated from the area around it by walls that 
are at least ten handbreadths high. In terms of the halakhot of Shabbat, an area is a 
private domain even if it is open to the public and available for use. 


The public domain is a thoroughfare at least sixteen cubits wide; a cubit is the dis- 
tance from the elbow to the end of the index finger. According to some opinions, for 
an area to be defined as a public domain it must also be frequented by more than 
600,000 people daily. The halakhot of the public domain apply only up to a height 
of ten handbreadths. 


According to Torah law, these are the two primary domains. The Sages added a third, 
the karmelit, whose legal status by rabbinic law is that of a public domain. The karme- 
lit is at least four handbreadths by four handbreadths and not surrounded by walls. 
Examples of this domain are fields, lakes, etc. 


An exempt domain is an area of less than four handbreadths by four handbreadths. 
In addition, the airspace above ten handbreadths in a public domain or a karmelit is 
an exempt domain, where the halakhot of carrying do not apply. 


For many years, these domains constituted the only restrictions with regard to car- 
rying out and movement on Shabbat. After the Jewish people settled and began to 
develop their land, the rabbinic leadership grew concerned that in the course of mun- 
dane living in towns and villages, Shabbat was not accorded its due. In particular, the 
distinctions between the domains of Shabbat were obfuscated; their theoretical pa- 
rameters did not correspond to the actual utilization of those areas, and the domains 
and their halakhot were interchanged. After all, a private domain full of people and 
activity could appear, at least superficially, indistinguishable from a public domain. 
Moreover, people were able to engage in most of their typical weekday activities 
without actually violating any of the Torah prohibitions. Consequently, the idea of 
Shabbat as a day of rest was not realized. 


Already in the First Temple era, the rabbinic Sages began to issue decrees intended 
to raise the general level of consciousness concerning Shabbat observance. These de- 
crees fall into the category of shevut, prohibitions by rabbinic law designed to enhance 
the character of Shabbat as a day of rest. Such decrees severely limited the permitted 
uses of the private domains and placed renewed emphasis on the plain meaning of 
the passage in Exodus that is the source for all of the Shabbat domains: “Let no man 
go out of his place on the seventh day.’ The Sages’ decrees limited the designation of 
private domains to those places that actually belong to an individual and his family. 


Private domains utilized by more than one individual, e.g., a courtyard shared by 
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several households, as well as the alleyways and paths into which courtyards open, 
were rendered public domains by rabbinic law. 


The decrees issued by the Sages are the starting point for tractate Eiruvin. The tractate 
attempts to arrive at practical solutions for the problems created by these restrictions. 
The objective is not to abrogate the decrees, but rather to discover alternative meth- 
ods to underscore the differences between the public and private domains. Similarly, 
the tractate attempts to discover how one could go beyond the Shabbat limits while 
maintaining the framework that requires limiting travel on Shabbat. The myriad 
ordinances that constitute the bulk of tractate Eiruvin work within the framework of 
the established principles of the halakhot of Shabbat. Within the halakhic framework, 
there is extensive use of a series of abstract concepts, e.g., domain, limit, partition, 
and space. Although these principles are often the basis for stringencies and restric- 
tions, they can also serve as the basis for far-reaching leniencies. The two primary 
concepts analyzed in the framework of tractate Eiruvin are the essence ofa partition 
and the essence of a residence. 


The partition is a fundamental component of domains, alleyways, courtyards, houses, 
and more. Clearly a solid wall with no openings is a partition; however, in most cases 
the demarcation is less clear-cut. At times, the wall is not sturdy enough to serve as 
a partition. At times, there are windows, doorways, and other spaces in the wall. At 
times, the wall does not cover the entire opening. It was therefore necessary to create 
broader criteria that apply to all forms of partitions, despite their quantitative and 
qualitative differences: Concepts like lavud, which determines that objects less than 
three handbreadths apart are considered joined; gode, through which an incomplete 
partition can be extended upward or downward; havot, through which a cross beam 
is lowered; and others that broaden the parameters of the concept of partition to 
include incomplete partitions, e.g., cross beam, side post, form of a doorway, and 
upright boards. 


In a similar vein, it must be established what is considered one’s fixed residence. 
Here too, there are clear-cut examples with regard to which there is no uncertainty. 
One who eats and sleeps and remains in a house that is his alone, certainly has a 
residence that is exclusively his. However, since reality is a bit more complex, as in 
practice most people do not live alone and do not spend all their lives in one place. 
Therefore, it was necessary to create a broader abstract definition of the concept of 
fixed residence and establish when it is that several people have the legal status of one 
person, where family relations and dependence unify them, and to what degree one 
must be tied to or be present at a certain place in order to be considered a resident. 
Once these definitions are determined, the simplistic distinction between resident 
and guest is no longer necessarily significant. The concept of one’s residence can, on 
the one hand, be restricted to the individual alone, while on the other hand it can be 
expanded to include others. Based on the expansive interpretation of the concept 
of residence, the possibility of establishing the joining of courtyards, the merging of 
alleyways, and the joining of Shabbat boundaries becomes feasible. 


While some of these solutions might appear to be a disingenuous attempt to circum- 
vent the fundamental halakha, in fact, life in accordance with halakhic principles 
requires their formulation and definition in an abstract and expansive manner. Es- 
pecially in the case of eiruv, where the original prohibitions are rabbinic in nature, 


there is room for far-reaching leniency in implementing these halakhic principles. 
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Eiruvin is divided into ten chapters, the first four of which are included in the present 
volume: 


Chapter One of Eiruvin deals with an alleyway that is open to the public domain 
on one side, and into which several courtyards open. In order for all residents of 
the houses in those courtyards to carry in the alleyway, there are two requirements: 


Every household must contribute to a jointly owned food item. All the residents of 
the courtyard assume the legal status of one extended household. This is in fact the 
eiruv for which this tractate is named. 


A physical change must be made in the alleyway to symbolically demarcate it from 
the public domain. This may be accomplished with the addition of a side post posi- 
tioned near the entrance or a cross beam over the entranceway, which will facilitate 
awareness that one is leaving a private domain and entering a public domain. 


Chapter Two discusses the special ordinances of upright boards and the halakhot of 
those parts of the private domain that are not used as residences. 


Chapter Three discusses the food items which may be used in establishing an eiruv. 
The chapter continues with a discussion of the halakhot of the joining of Shabbat 
boundaries and the uncertainties that arise with regard to the effectiveness of joining 
boundaries in different cases. 


Chapter Four continues the discussion of the joining of Shabbat boundaries. It 
treats the establishment of limits for one who goes beyond his designated limit, or 
for one who has no residence and seeks to acquire one for the purposes of joining 
the boundaries. 


The halakhot in this tractate are not merely theoretical. Hundreds of eiruvin have been 
established in cities and towns throughout the United States and around the world 
based on real-world application of the principles found in this tractate. 
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This chapter deals primarily with the modifications undertaken in order to render 
alleyways fit for one to carry within them on Shabbat. More specifically, it discusses 
the halakhot governing alleyways that open into the public domain on one side and 
are closed on the other three sides by virtue of the partitions of the courtyards and 
houses located there. Consequently, the public cannot pass through this closed al- 
leyway. An open alleyway, on the other hand, is a small and narrow passageway that 
is so seldom used that it cannot be considered a public domain, yet, being that it is 
open on opposite ends, it serves as a passageway from one public domain to another. 


In order to establish an eiruv in an alleyway enabling the residents of the alleyway to 
carry objects there on Shabbat, two actions must be taken: First, every household 
must contribute to a jointly owned food item. All the residents of the courtyard then 
assume the legal status of one extended household and it is permitted for them to 
carry there on Shabbat. This action, the merging of alleyways, is elucidated in later 
chapters of this tractate. The second action involves modification of the alleyway 
itself. The purpose of this modification is to clearly demarcate the alleyway as distinct 
from the public domain. Accordingly, a symbolic fourth partition is placed at the 
point where the alleyway and the public domain intersect. There are three types of 
symbolic partitions; they are a cross beam, a side post, and the form of a doorway. 
A crossbeam is placed over the entrance to the alleyway. A side post is placed adja- 
cent to the wall on the side of the entrance to the alleyway. The form of a doorway 
consisting of two doorposts and a lintel is considered an effective symbolic partition 
even in open-ended alleyways. These partitions accentuate the fact that the alleyway 
is closed to the public. 


These methods were universally accepted by the Sages. However, the details of these 
halakhot require elaboration. The focus of this chapter is, then, to elucidate in detail 
the halakhot of side posts, cross beams, and forms of doorways, how they are created, 
their dimensions, and the extent of their legal effect. These clarifications are tied to 
a more fundamental analysis of the essence of all these partitions: Are they merely 
symbolic partitions serving as conspicuous markers, or are they actual partitions 
that meet the minimal requirements of the halakha? This leads to another question: 
What is the legal status of the alleyway in terms of halakha in general, and in terms 
of the halakhot of Shabbat in particular? Clarification of these issues from several 
perspectives constitutes the primary focus this chapter. 


Introduction to 
Perek | 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek | 
Daf2 Amuda 


Twa ma snw ian 29009 
TPT See) - MAN eee 
PW PKK 


yn - nias wep any 
3 by ax nna oy D w? oN) 
PE PN- Max wy anew 

py 


TAA TW TDD ONT BN 793 
ADS - TAN DWYN TWA 
I KIW NO PEIA TPT IN 
aD aR 2 “TIDE” ANT TDD 

NPN 


"an wpe IN- KTKT TDD 
KMP N - ST 


I NPTT MN MYDR) 
PUNDIT TDD NI NIPA N 
rap AIDS” u pos - WPA 

KPP AN - INDD KYY 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


MI S HNA Hae alleyway is enclosed on three sides 


with courtyards opening into it from three 
sides, and the fourth side opens into a public domain, it is prohib- 
ited by rabbinic law to carry objects in it on Shabbat. However, 
carrying in an alleyway under those circumstances is permitted if 
a cross beam is placed horizontally over the entrance to the al- 
leyway. The mishna teaches that if the cross beam spans the en- 
trance to an alleyway at a height above twenty cubits, one must 
diminish the height of the cross beam so that it is less than twen- 
ty cubits." Rabbi Yehuda says: He need not diminish it, since the 
cross beam enables one to carry in the alleyway even at that 
height." 


Ifthe entrance to the alleyway is wider than ten cubits, one must 
diminish its width. However, if the entrance to the alleyway has 
the form of a doorway, i.e., two vertical posts on the two sides, 
and a horizontal beam spanning the space between them, even if 
it is wider than ten cubits, he need not diminish it, as it is then 
regarded as an entrance, rather than a breach, even ifit is very wide. 


G E M A RA We learned in a mishna there, in tractate 


Sukka: A sukka that is more than twenty 
cubits high is unfit," and Rabbi Yehuda deems it fit. The hala- 
khot are similar in substance but differ in formulation, and accord- 
ingly the Gemara asks: What is the difference that with regard 
to a sukka the mishna teaches that it is unfit, whereas with regard 
to an alleyway, it teaches the method of rectification, that one 
must diminish the height of the cross beam? 


The Gemara answers: With regard to sukka, since it is a mitzva by 
Torah law, the mishna teaches that it is unfit, as if it is not con- 
structed in the proper manner, no mitzva is fulfilled. Whereas 
with regard to an alleyway, where the entire prohibition of carry- 
ing is only by rabbinic law," the mishna teaches the method of 
rectification, as the cross beam comes only to rectify a rabbinic 
prohibition, but does not involve a mitzva by Torah law. 


The Gemara suggests an alternative explanation: And if you wish, 
say instead that even with regard to matters prohibited by Torah 
law, it would have been appropriate for the mishna to teach a 
method of rectification. However, with regard to sukka, whose 
matters are numerous, it categorically teaches that it is unfit. 
Merely diminishing the height of a sukka is insufficient to render 
it fit; it must also satisfy requirements governing its size, its walls, 
and its roofing. Teaching the remedy for each disqualification 
would have required lengthy elaboration. With regard to an al- 
leyway, however, whose matters are not numerous, the mishna 
teaches the method of rectification. Once the height is dimin- 
ished, it is permitted to carry in the alleyway. 


NOTES 


Opinions of Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis - 717) a1 now 
D23: According to the Gemara’s conclusion, this dispute 
is not about the interpretation of biblical verses. Rather, Rabbi 
Yehuda derived his position from palace doorways, which 
are exceedingly high and wide. However, in the Jerusalem 
Talmud, as well as in the commentaries of Rabbi Yehonatan, 
the Meiri, and Rabbi Ovadia Bartenura, the dispute is a fun- 
damental one with regard to the function and significance 
of the cross beam. According to the Rabbis, the cross beam 
merely serves as a conspicuous sign. When it is higher than 
twenty cubits it is not conspicuous. Rabbi Yehuda maintains 


that the legal status of a cross beam is that of an actual wall, in 
accordance with the principle: The edge of a ceiling extends 
downward and seals the space. Therefore, it is effective even 
above twenty cubits. 


An alleyway by rabbinic law — }337% "1272: Although the Ge- 
mara later attributes the institution of eiruv to King Solomon, 
nevertheless, since the halakha is not explicitly written in 
the Torah, it is classified as rabbinic, similar to other later or- 
dinances, including those mentioned in the Prophets (Rav 
Nissim Gaon). 


HALAKHA 


An alleyway that is higher than twenty cubits — mas "ia 
pwn: A cross beam spanning the entrance of an alleyway 
does not render the alleyway fit for carrying within it on Shab- 
bat if it is more than twenty cubits above the ground. However, 
a side post renders the alleyway fit for carrying within it, in 
accordance with the unattributed mishna (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 363:26). 


A sukka that is higher than twenty cubits — 771237 730 
owen: A sukka that is more than twenty cubits high is unfit, 
in accordance with the mishna in tractate Sukka (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 633:1). 


BACKGROUND 
The form of a doorway — nna nyx: 


Form of a doorway 
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BACKGROUND 

Entrance Hall and Sanctuary — bom oy : The diagram 
shows the basic floor plan of the Sanctuary. One entered the 
building from the east, climbing the stairs into the Entrance 
Hall. A doorway led to the Sanctuary, where the golden incense 
altar, the candelabrum, and the table with the showbread 
stood. A lavishly embroidered curtain divided the Sanctuary 
rom the Holy of Holies at the west end of the building. 

The diagram does not depict the rows of chambers that 
were situated along the outside walls of the Sanctuary and 


not pictured. 


Diagram of Entrance Hall and Sanctuary 


HALAKHA 


The doorway of the Sanctuary and the Entrance Hall - nna 
DAN) boon: The doorway of the Sanctuary in the Temple was 
twenty cubits high and ten cubits wide, while the doorway of 


the Entrance Hall was forty cubits high and twenty cubits wide, 


as detailed in tractate Middot (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 4:7). 


8 PEREKI-2A -ITN 


he Holy of Holies. The Temple building overlooked the Priests’ 
Courtyard, the Israelites’ Courtyard, and the Women’s Courtyard, 
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Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: The Rabbis only derived this 
halakha, that an opening more than twenty cubits high is not 
considered an entrance, from the doorway of the Sanctuary, 
the inner sanctum of the Temple. And Rabbi Yehuda only 
derived his opinion, that even an opening more than twenty 
cubits high is considered an entrance, from the doorway of 
the Entrance Hall leading into the Sanctuary. 


As we learned in a mishna: The doorway of the Sanctuary is 
twenty cubits high and ten cubits wide, and that of the 
Entrance Hall is forty cubits high and twenty cubits wide." 


The Gemara explains the basis of this tannaitic dispute. Both 

of them, the Rabbis and Rabbi Yehuda, interpreted the same 

verse homiletically: “And he shall lay his hand upon the head 

of his offering and slaughter it at the doorway of the Tent of 
Meeting, and Aaron's sons, the priests, shall sprinkle the 

blood on the altar round about” (Leviticus 3:2). As the Rab- 
bis hold that the sanctity of the Sanctuary is discrete and 

the sanctity of the Entrance Hall is discrete, i.e., the Sanctu- 
ary and the Entrance Hall have distinct levels of sanctity.’ And 

since the essence of the Temple is the Sanctuary and not the 

Entrance Hall, and since the Sanctuary in the Temple parallels 

the Tent of Meeting in the Tabernacle, when the verse speaks 

of the doorway of the Tent of Meeting, it is referring to the 

doorway of the Sanctuary. Therefore, the term doorway ap- 
plies to an opening similar to the doorway of the Sanctuary, 
which is twenty cubits high. There is no source indicating that 

an opening with larger dimensions is also considered a door- 
way. 


And Rabbi Yehuda holds that the Sanctuary and the En- 
trance Hall are one, equal, sanctity, and therefore, when it is 
written: “The doorway of the Tent of Meeting,’ it is refer- 
ring to both of them, and accordingly, the term doorway 
applies to a larger entrance as well. 


The Gemara suggests an alternative understanding of the dis- 
pute. And if you wish, say instead that even according to 
Rabbi Yehuda, the sanctity of the Sanctuary is discrete and 
the sanctity of the Entrance Hall is discrete. And here, this 
is the reasoning of Rabbi Yehuda: By fusing together lan- 
guage from different verses, the result is as it is written: To 
the doorway of the Entrance Hall of the House." Therefore, 
even the doorway of the Entrance Hall is referred to in the 
Torah as a doorway, and the same is true of any opening with 
comparable dimensions. 


And the Rabbis say: Had the verse written: “To the doorway 
of the Entrance Hall,’ it would be interpreted as you said. 
However, now that it is written: “To the doorway of the 
Entrance Hall of the House,’ it is to be understood: To the 
doorway of the House that opens into the Entrance Hall, i.e., 
the Sanctuary, and consequently, the definition of doorway is 
derived from the dimensions of the doorway of the Sanctuary. 


NOTES 


Sanctity of the Sanctuary and the Entrance Hall - nwit The doorway of the Entrance Hall of the House - nna 


ox) born: The Rabbis and Rabbi Yehuda dispute the pre- 
cise relationship between the Tent of Meeting in the desert 
Tabernacle and the corresponding sections of the Temple in 
Jerusalem. The Tent in the Tabernacle consisted of only two 
rooms, the Holy, i.e., the Sanctuary, and the Holy of Holies, 
while in the Temple the Entrance Hall was appended to the 
Sanctuary. Therefore, the Sages disagreed whether or not the 
sanctity of Entrance Hall was equivalent to that of the Sanctu- 
ary, in which case anything stated with regard to the Tent of 


Meeting applied there as well. 


man obi: Tosafot point out that no such verse exists in 
the Bible. Indeed, inaccurate quotations of verses are quite 
common in the Talmud. At times a verse is cited in abridged 
form, or two verses are united. This particular instance 
can be explained in several ways. One opinion is that the 
verse “And behold, at the doorway of the Sanctuary of the 
Lord, between the Entrance Hall and the altar, were about 
twenty-five men, with their backs to the Sanctuary of God” 
(Ezekiel 8:16) indicates that the Sanctuary is also called an 
Entrance Hall. 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty with the very basis of this explanation: 
But when this is written: “The doorway of the Tent of Meeting,” isn’t 
it written with regard to the Tabernacle in the wilderness? How can 
the status in the permanent Sanctuary, i.e., the Temple in Jerusalem, be 
derived from matters stated with regard to the Tabernacle? 


The Gemara answers: We find that the Tabernacle is called Temple, 
and that the Temple is called Tabernacle; therefore, the halakhot that 

govern one can be derived from the other. As if you do not say so, that 

the Tabernacle and the Temple are one with regard to their halakhot, 
that which Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: Peace-offerings that 

were slaughtered in the Temple prior to the opening of the doors of 
the Sanctuary" in the morning are disqualified would be difficult. That 

halakha is derived as it is stated: “And he shall slaughter it at the 

doorway [petah] of the Tent of Meeting,” from which it is derived: 

When the doors to the Tent of Meeting are open [petuhin], and not 

when they are closed. But when this is written: The doorway of the 

Tent of Meeting, isn’t it written with regard to the Tabernacle? Rath- 
er, for halakhic purposes, we find the Temple called Tabernacle, and 

the Tabernacle called Temple. 


The Gemara questions its previous conclusion: Granted, the Temple 
is called Tabernacle, as it is written: “And I will set My Tabernacle 
among you” (Leviticus 26:11), and the reference is to the permanent 
Sanctuary, i.e., the Temple, as the verse is referring to that which will 
transpire after the Jewish people settle in their land. However, the fact 
that the Tabernacle is called Temple, from where do we derive it? The 
Gemara answers: If you say that it is derived from that which is writ- 
ten: “And the Kehatites, the bearers of the Temple, set forward, that 
they may set up the Tabernacle before they came” (Numbers 10:21), 


that instance of the term Temple is not written with regard to the Tab- 
ernacle; rather, it is written with regard to the ark and the other sacred 
objects in the Tabernacle, as the sons of Kehat carried only the sacred 
vessels and not the Tabernacle itself. Rather, it is derived from here: 
“And let them make Me a Temple that I may dwell among them” 
(Exodus 25:8), where the reference is to the Tabernacle. 


The Gemara asks: Both according to the opinion of the Rabbis and 

according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, let them derive the max- 
imum width of a doorway from the doorway of the gate of the court- 
yard of the Tabernacle. As it is written: “The length of the courtyard 

shall be one hundred cubits and the breadth fifty everywhere, and 

the height five cubits” (Exodus 27:18). And it is written: “The hang- 
ings on one side of the gate shall be fifteen cubits; their pillars three 

and their sockets three” (Exodus 27:14). And it is written: “And for 

the other side of the court gate, on this hand and on that hand, were 

hangings of fifteen cubits; their pillars three and their sockets three” 
(Exodus 38:15). Ifthe hangings on both sides of the gate covered thirty 
of the courtyard’s total width of fifty cubits, apparently, the gate of the 

courtyard was twenty cubits wide and five cubits high. Therefore, just 

as there, with regard to the Tabernacle, an entrance five cubits high by 
twenty cubits wide is considered a doorway, so too here, with regard 

to the halakhot of eiruv, an entrance five cubits high by twenty cubits 

wide should be considered a doorway. 


The Gemara rejects this assertion: There is no proof from there, as that 
entrance is called the doorway of the gate of the courtyard," but it is 
not called a doorway, unmodified. Consequently, the dimensions of 
a doorway mentioned without qualification cannot be derived from 
that doorway. 


HALAKHA 

Peace-offerings that were slaughtered prior to the 
opening of the doors of the Sanctuary — jonww ony 
boan mindy nwn op: Peace-offerings that were 
slaughtered prior to the opening of the Sanctuary doors 
are disqualified, and the same is true if the animal was 
slaughtered after the doors were open if the Sanctu- 
ary doors were temporarily closed, in accordance with 
the opinion of Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5: 5). 


NOTES 

The doorway of the gate of the courtyard - ww nna 
seni: The main focus of the question is the width rather 
than the height of the gate. The Gemara's statement: Just 
as there, five cubits high by twenty cubits wide, serves 
to reinforce the question. If at a height of five cubits it 
is considered an entrance if it is twenty cubits wide, all 
the more so would it be considered an entrance if it is 
twenty cubits high (Rabbi Yitzhak ben Avraham of Saens, 
quoted by the Rashba). 
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NOTES 
Fifteen cubits is referring to the height of the 
hangings — agaia max mwy wan: Many difficulties 
were raised and resolutions offered with regard to this 
issue. One explanation, based on the version of the 


Gemara that reads: From the edge of the cloth parti- 


tions upward, is that the hangings at the entrance to 
the courtyard were five cubits higher than the other 


cloth partitions surrounding the desert Tabernacle, i.e., 


fifteen cubits high (see Ritva). 


An exaggeration — 9: This term appears in several 
places in the Talmud. Its basic meaning is that in certain 
circumstances a Sage was imprecise in his formulation. 
He did not intend to deviate from the truth. Rather, it 
was to express the general idea, without concern for 
its exact parameters. There are also formulaic numbers 
employed in exaggeration, e.g., thirteen, sixty, one 
hundred, and others (Josafot); however, the numbers 
forty and fifty were never employed by the Sages as 
exaggerations. Therefore, they must be precise. 


Entrances of kings - pan mna: This can be some- 


what proven from the Bible. The doorway of both King 


Solomon and King Ahasuerus is referred to as an en- 


trance [petah], and Rabbi Yehuda received a tradition 
that they were very high (Geon Ya‘akov). 
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The Gemara offers an alternative answer: And if you wish, say in- 
stead that when it is written: “The hangings on one side of the 
gate shall be fifteen cubits,” it is referring to the height of the 
hangings." The width of the hangings, however, is not specified in 
the Torah at all, and therefore the width of the doorway of the gate 
of the courtyard is unknown. 


The Gemara raises an objection: Could it be that the height of the 
hangings was fifteen cubits? Isn’t it written explicitly in the verse: 


“And the height five cubits”? The Gemara answers: The verse is 


stating that the height of the hangings was five cubits, measured 
from the edge of the altar and above. The altar itself was ten cubits 
high, while the hangings of the courtyard were fifteen cubits high, 
five cubits higher than the altar. 


The Gemara asks: Did Rabbi Yehuda actually derive his opinion 
from the doorway of the Entrance Hall? But didn’t we learn in 
the mishna that if the entrance to an alleyway is wider than ten 
cubits, one must diminish its width? And Rabbi Yehuda does not 
dispute this ruling. Wasn’t the doorway of the Entrance Hall wider 
than ten cubits? 


Abaye said: In fact, Rabbi Yehuda disagrees with the unattributed 
opinion of the first tanna in a baraita. As it was taught in a baraita: 
If the entrance to an alleyway is wider than ten cubits, he must 
diminish its width; Rabbi Yehuda disagrees and says: He need not 
diminish it. 


The Gemara asks further: If so, let him disagree in the mishna. Why 
is Rabbi Yehuda’s dispute cited only in the baraita, and not in the 
mishna? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda disagrees in the 
mishna with regard to an entrance’s height, but the same applies 
to its width. His statement: He need not reduce it, is referring both 
to the entrance’s height and to its width. 


The Gemara poses a question: And still, is it possible that Rabbi 
Yehuda derived his opinion from the doorway of the Entrance 
Hall? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: With regard to a cross beam 
spanning the entrance to an alleyway that is higher than twenty 
cubits, one must diminish its height; and Rabbi Yehuda deems it 
fit up to forty and fifty cubits. And in a different baraita, bar Kap- 
para taught the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda: It is fit up to a hundred 
cubits. 


The Gemara clarifies its question: Granted, according to bar Kap- 
para, the phrase: Up to a hundred, can be understood as an 
exaggeration," not as an exact number. All that Rabbi Yehuda 
meant to say is that it is permitted to carry in the alleyway even if 
the cross beam is significantly higher than twenty cubits. However, 
according to the opinion of Rav Yehuda in the name of Rav, what 
exaggeration is there? He certainly meant precisely what he said. 
Granted, with regard to forty cubits, Rabbi Yehuda derived it from 
the doorway of the Entrance Hall. However, with regard to fifty 
cubits, from where does he derive it? Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda 
did not derive the dimensions of an entrance from the doorway of 
the Entrance Hall. He derived them from a different source. 


Rav Hisda said: It was this baraita that misled Rav and led him to 
explain that Rabbi Yehuda derived the measurements of an entrance 
from the doorway of the Entrance Hall. As it was taught in a barai- 
ta: With regard to a cross beam spanning the entrance to an alley- 
way that is higher than twenty cubits, higher than the doorway 
of the Sanctuary, one must diminish its height. Rav maintains: 
From the fact that the Rabbis derived the dimensions of an en- 
trance from the doorway of the Sanctuary, Rabbi Yehuda must 
have derived those dimensions from the doorway of the Entrance 
Hall. But that is not so. Rather, Rabbi Yehuda derived the dimen- 
sions of an entrance from the entrance of kings," whose regular 
practice was to erect their entrances exceedingly high and wide. 
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The Gemara asks: And, according to the Rabbis, if they derived their 
opinion from the doorway of the Sanctuary, let them require doors 

in order to render an alleyway fit for one to carry within it, just as there 

were doors in the Sanctuary. Why then did we learn in the mishna: 
With regard to the method of rendering an alleyway fit for carrying 
within it, Beit Shammai say: Both a side post placed adjacent to one 

of the sides of the alleyway’s entrance and a cross beam over the en- 
trance to the alleyway are required. And Beit Hillel say: Either a side 

post or a cross beam is sufficient. However, not even according to the 

more stringent opinion of Beit Shammai are doors required. 


The Gemara answers: The Sanctuary doors were made solely for the 
purpose of privacy, but served no practical function. The doorway of 
the Sanctuary did not require doors to be considered an entrance. It 
was a full-fledged entrance even without them. 


The Gemara raises another question: But if so, that the Rabbis derive 
their opinion from the entrance to the Sanctuary, the form ofa door- 
way, i.e., two vertical posts on the two sides, with a horizontal cross 
beam spanning the space between them, should not be effective if 
the alleyway is more than ten cubits wide, as the Sanctuary had the 
form of a doorway, and even so, it was no more than ten cubits wide. 
Why then did we learn in the mishna: If the entrance has the form 
of a doorway, then even if it is wider than ten cubits, he need not 
diminish its width? 


The Gemara answers: As that is the reason only according to Rav, 
who holds that the Rabbis derive their opinion from the doorway of 
the Sanctuary. Didn’t Rav Yehuda teach this mishna to Hiyya bar 
Rav before Rav, saying that if the entrance had the form of a doorway 
he need not diminish it, and Rav said to him to teach a different 
version: He must diminish it. Apparently, according to Rav himself, 
the form of a doorway does not render it permitted to carry within 
the alleyway if its entrance is wider than the doorway of the Sanctuary, 
and therefore the question about the form of a doorway poses no 
difficulty to his opinion. 


The Gemara raises an additional difficulty: However, if that is so, 


a molded or protruding cornice [amaltera]' crowning the entrance 
should not be effective in rendering an alleyway fit to carry within it 
ifit is higher than twenty cubits, as the Sanctuary had a cornice, and 
even so it was twenty cubits high, and no more. As we learned in a 
mishna: Over it were five oak cornices,” one protruding above the 
other." 


The Gemara attempts to dismiss this difficulty: And, with regard to 
that mishna, what is the refutation? Perhaps when that mishna with 
regard to cornices was taught, it was taught with regard to the En- 
trance Hall," whose height was forty cubits, and not with regard to 
the Sanctuary. 


HALAKHA 


Cornices in the Temple - wapaaw DIKT: Over the door- layer of stone separating them. Each cornice was two cubits 


way of the Entrance Hall of the Temple building, there were 
five oak cornices, each protruding above the other, with a 


longer than the one below it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 4:8). 


Perhaps when that mishna with regard to cornices was taught, 


NOTES 
derstood as expressing uncertainty, but rather as a matter received 


it was taught with regard to the Entrance Hall — Kan +3 xoy through tradition. The proof is that there is a mishna concerning 


K oxa miqnyoxt sit: The word perhaps is problematic i in 


cornices and the Entrance Hall which appears in tractate Middot 


this context. According to the commentaries, it should not be un- (Ritva). 


LANGUAGE 


Cornice [amaltera] - xun: From the Greek 
péńaðpov, melathron, meaning a cross beam for 
strengthening the roof. It can also mean cage. 


BACKGROUND 


The cornices in the Entrance Hall — nixba 
oywa: 


Doorway ofthe Entrance Hall, twenty cubits wide and forty abis 
high, with the five cornices above it 
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HALAKHA 
Cornices with regard to eiruv - pavd mixanbox 
parvy: The cornice that allows one to carry within 
an alleyway even if the cross beam spanning its 
entrance is higher than twenty cubits is decorative 


metalwork in the alleyway or on the cross beam. 
The halakha is in accordance with this opinion, 


because even those who expressed a differing 
opinion agreed that this is effective (Vilna Gaon; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:26). 
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The Gemara responds: And what is the difficulty with that? 
Perhaps the design of the Sanctuary was like the design of the 
Entrance Hall. Just as there were cornices in one doorway, there 
were cornices in the other. 


The Gemara returns to its question with regard to a cornice: Why 
then did Rabbi Ile’a say that Rav himself said: If the width of a 
cross beam is four handbreadths, even if it is not sturdy, it ren- 
ders the alleyway fit for carrying within it. And if it has a cornice, 
even if it is higher than twenty cubits, one need not diminish 
its height." 


Rav Yosef said: This halakha with regard to a cornice was not 
actually stated by Rav, but rather it is a baraita. Who, in fact, 
teaches that baraita? Perhaps it is not an authoritative baraita, and 
Rav does not have to accept what it says. 


Abaye said: Isn’t it Hama, son of Rabba bar Avuh, who teaches 
it? And therefore, even if the halakha with regard to a cornice will 
be a baraita, it nevertheless poses a difficulty to Rav. 


Rav could have said to you: Even if you eliminate me and my 
explanation from the discussion here, don’t the two baraitot 
themselves, the baraita that states that the Rabbis derive the di- 
mensions of an entrance from the doorway of the Sanctuary and 
the baraita that states that in the case of a cornice, even if it is 
higher than twenty cubits, it need not be lowered, contradict 
each other? Rather, what have you to say to reconcile the con- 
tradiction? The matter is the subject of a dispute between 
tanna’im; so too, according to my opinion, it is the subject of a 
dispute between tanna’im. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Without Rav, the baraitot do 
not contradict each other, as according to the Rabbis, what is 
the reason that a cross beam renders an alleyway fit for carrying? 
Because it serves as a conspicuous marker between the alleyway 
and the public domain. Ordinarily a cross beam more than twen- 
ty cubits high is not noticeable; however, a cornice attracts atten- 
tion even at that height. And that which is taught in the other 
baraita with regard to the height of a beam at the entrance to an 
alleyway: Greater than the entrance of the Sanctuary, is merely 
a mnemonic device. No actual halakhot are derived from the 
entrance of the Sanctuary. 


The Gemara notes: And that the explanation of Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak works out well if he does not hold this opinion of Rab- 
ba; however, if he holds this opinion of Rabba, it is difficult. As 

Rabba said with regard to the fitness of a sukka whose roofing is 

higher than twenty cubits that it is written: “In order that your 
generations should know that I made the children of Israel dwell 

in booths when I brought them out of the land of Egypt; Iam the 

Lord your God” (Leviticus 23:43). When the roofing of a sukka 

is up to twenty cubits high, a person is aware that he is dwelling 

in a sukka; however, when the roofing of the sukka is above 

twenty cubits, a person is not aware that he is dwelling in a 

sukka, because the eye does not discern the sukka roofing. One 

does not usually raise his head to look that high, and consequent- 
ly, he sees the walls and does not notice the defining feature of the 

sukka, its roofing. 


The Gemara explains the difficulty: Apparently, with regard to 
sukka as well, the Rabbis and Rabbi Yehuda disagree whether or 
not an item more than twenty cubits high is conspicuous. Ac- 
cording to Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak, why do I need them to 
disagree about the same point in two cases, that of sukka and that 
of an alleyway? That the dispute between the Rabbis and Rabbi 
Yehuda with regard to sukka revolves around this issue indicates 
that their dispute with regard to an alleyway revolves around a 
different point, as asserted by Rav. 
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The Gemara answers: It is necessary to teach both disputes, as had 
the mishna taught us only with regard to sukka, one might have 
thought that only in this case does Rabbi Yehuda say that an object 
is conspicuous even above twenty cubits; since a sukka is designed 
for extended dwelling, the eye undoubtedly discerns the roofing 
at some point. However, in the case of an alleyway, which is de- 
signed for walking, say that he concedes to the Rabbis that a 
person walking in an alleyway does not notice objects at so signifi- 
cant a height. And had the mishna taught us only with regard to 
that case of an alleyway, one might have thought that only in that 
case do the Rabbis say that people do not notice objects at so sig- 
nificant a height; however, in that case of sukka, say that they con- 
cede to Rabbi Yehuda, for the above-stated reason. Therefore, it is 
necessary to teach both disputes. 


The Gemara seeks to arrive at a precise definition of amaltera, trans- 
lated above as cornice. What is an amaltera?’ Rav Hama, son of 
Rabba bar Avuh, said: It refers to decorative wood carvings in the 
shape of birds’ nests. When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to 
Babylonia, he said that they say in the West, Eretz Yisrael, it is 
referring to cedar poles." 


The Gemara explains: The one who said that amaltera refers to 
cedar poles would all the more so permit use of carvings of birds’ 
nests, as a cross beam engraved with images attracts attention and 
is noticeable even at a great height. However, the one who said that 
amaltera refers to carvings of birds’ nests would say that the halakha 
with regard to a cornice applies only to them, but not to cedar poles. 


The Gemara clarifies the opinion of the one who said cedar poles. 
What is the reason for his opinion? He holds that since its length 
is great, a cedar pole attracts attention. But isn’t the length of a 
sukka great as well, and nevertheless, the Rabbis say that a sukka 
higher than twenty cubits is not fit? 


Rather, the reason is as follows: Since a cedar pole is of significant 
value, it generates publicity. People passing through an alleyway 
stop and stare at a cross beam of that kind, even when it is higher 
than twenty cubits, leading others publicity to do so as well. 


The Gemara raises a question: If part of the cross beam of an al- 
leyway is within twenty cubits of the ground, and part of the cross 
beam is above twenty cubits," and similarly, if part of the roofing 
ofa sukka" is within twenty cubits, and part of the roofing is above 
twenty cubits," what is its legal status? Rabba said: In the case of 
an alleyway, it is fit; in the case of a sukka, it is unfit. 


The Gemara asks: What is different in the case of an alleyway that 
the ruling is that it is fit? It is because we say: Thin the part of the 
cross beam that is beyond twenty cubits, i.e., consider it as ifit were 
not there. If so, in the case of sukka too, say: Thin the roofing that 
is beyond twenty cubits. 


The Gemara answers: If you thin the roofing beyond twenty cubits, 
it will result in a sukka whose sun is more than its shade. Were the 
section of the roofing above twenty cubits removed, the roofing that 
remained would not provide sufficient shade for the sukka. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: Here too, in the case of a cross 
beam, if you thin the section above twenty cubits, it would become 
a weak and unstable cross beam that is removed by the wind, 
which does not render the alleyway fit for carrying within it. Rath- 
er, perforce, the status of the remaining parts of those cross beams 
becomes like that of metal skewers [shefudin],' which, although 
they are thin, are not removed by the wind. Here too, in the case of 
a sukka, perforce, even after the upper roofing is removed, the status 
of the sukka becomes like that of a sukka whose shade is more than 
its sun. 


NOTES 
What is an amaltera - syny IN: Most commentaries 
agree that this question refers to an amaltera in the context 
of the halakhot of eiruvin, and not to an amaltera of the 
Temple (Ra’avad and others). Some explain that it refers to 
an amaltera of the Temple as well. Although it is explicitly 
stated that the latter was made from oak wood, perhaps the 
Sages considered oak a member of the cedar family (Ritva, 
in the name of Tosafot). 


The West — x31: In the Babylonian Talmud, Eretz Yisrael 
is called the West, as it is southwest of Babylonia. Later, the 
customs in Eretz Yisrael were referred to as western, as op- 
posed to the eastern customs of Babylonia. 


Birds’ nests [kinnei] and cedar poles — K987 *PD1 27: 
Some commentaries explain that kinnei are small, decora- 
ive openings in the walls beneath the cross beam in which 
birds occasionally nest. Cedar poles are four handbreadths 
wide, and the statement: It is of great length, refers to their 
width, in accordance with the earlier statement of Rav. Other 
authorities explain cedar poles as poles sunk into the wall 
hat protrude from the sides of the entrance beneath the 
cross beam and create the impression of lowering the cross 
beam (Arukh). 


The height of the cross beam — 77 73a: The conclusion 
in the Jerusalem Talmud is that everyone agrees that the 
entire cross beam must be no more than twenty cubits off 
the ground, lest one raise it above twenty cubits and render 
the alleyway unfit for carrying within it. 


Roofing of a sukka - 139: A sukka must have a minimum 
length and breadth of seven handbreadths and a minimum 
height of ten handbreadths. The maximum permitted height 
is twenty cubits. It must have at least three walls, one of 
which need only be a handbreadth. The sukka must be 
roofed with material that grows in the ground but is no 
longer attached, e.g., branches or leaves, and which is not 
susceptible to ritual impurity. 


HALAKHA 


If part of the cross beam is within twenty cubits, and 
part of the cross beam is above twenty cubits — nyp 
Dwyn nyay mip nypa on wy Jina nyp: If part of a 
cross beam is less than twenty cubits off the ground, then 
even if part of it is above twenty cubits, the cross beam 
renders the alleyway fit for carrying within it, since the space 
between the cross beam and the ground is less than twenty 
cubits. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rava, 
since he is a greater authority than Rabba bar Rav Ulla, and 
because Rav Pappa cited support for his view in the Tosefta 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:26). 


If part of the roofing is within twenty cubits, and part 
of the roofing is above twenty cubits — Jina Jap nypa 
pr wy bya Jap nypm mwy: If the roofing of a sukka 
extended above twenty cubits, but the bottom of the roof- 
ing was twenty cubits or less off the ground, the sukka is 
fit, in accordance with the opinion of Rava (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 633:1). 


LANGUAGE 


Skewer [shefud] - ww: From the Greek onoðóç, spodos, 
meaning ashes. In Hebrew the word means metal skewer, 
especially one on which meat is roasted. 
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The Gemara explains Rabba’s distinction differently. Rava from 

Parzakya said: A sukka, which is generally erected for an indi- 
vidual, if the portion of the roofing below twenty were removed 

and only the portion above twenty remained, he would not be 

reminded to lower the remaining roofing and would dwell in a 

sukka that is unfit. An alleyway, in contrast, which is used by 

many people, if the section of the cross beam below twenty 

cubits were removed, they would remind each other to remedy 

the situation. 


Ravina said a different explanation: With regard to a sukka, 
since its mitzva is by Torah law, the Sages were stringent. How- 
ever, with regard to an alleyway, since the entire requirement 
to place a cross beam across the entrance in order to permit 
carrying in an alleyway is only by rabbinic law, the Sages were 
not stringent. 


The Gemara cites a different version of Rabba’s distinction: Rav 
Adda bar Mattana taught this halakha of Rabba in the oppo- 
site manner. Rabba said: In the case of an alleyway, it is unfit; 
in the case of a sukka, it is fit. As a result, all the previous expla- 
nations must be reversed. 


The Gemara asks: What is different in the case of a sukka that 
it is fit? Because we say: Thin the roofing that is beyond twenty 
cubits. If so, then in the case of a cross beam as well, let us say: 
Thin the part of the cross beam that is beyond twenty cubits. 


The Gemara answers: If you thin the part beyond twenty cubits, 
it will become a weak and unstable cross beam that moves in 

the wind. The Gemara rejects this argument: Here too, in the 

case of a sukka, if you thin the upper section of the roofing, it 

would become a sukka whose sun is more than its shade. Rath- 
er, perforce, even after the upper roofing is removed, the status 

of the sukka becomes like that of a sukka whose shade is more 

than its sun; here too, in the case of an alleyway, perforce, the 

status of the remaining parts of those cross beams becomes like 

that of metal skewers, which, although they are thin, do not 

move in the wind. 


The Gemara offers a different explanation of Rabba’s distinction: 
Rava from Parzakya said: In the case of a sukka, which is 
generally erected for an individual, he casts responsibility 
upon himself and is reminded to make certain that the roofing 
is fit. In the case of an alleyway, which is used by many people, 
they are likely to rely upon each other and are not reminded 
to check the height of the cross beam. As people say: A pot 
belonging to partners is neither hot nor cold. When responsi- 
bility falls upon more than one person, each relies on the other, 
and ultimately the task is not completed. 


Ravina offered a different explanation and said: The mitzva of 
sukka, which is by Torah law, does not require reinforcement 
by the Sages, and consequently, they were lenient in that case. 
However, since the entire requirement to place a cross beam 
across the entrance to an alleyway is by rabbinic law, it requires 
reinforcement, and therefore the Sages were stringent. 


Since there are two contradictory versions of Rabba’s statement, 
the Gemara inquires: What practical conclusion was reached 
about this problem, if part of the roofing of the sukka or the 
cross beam was above twenty cubits? Rabba bar Rav Ulla said: 
In that case, both this, an alleyway, and that, a sukka, are unfit. 
Rava said: Both this and that are fit, 
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as that which we learned in the mishna, with regard to the unfitness 
of a sukka higher than twenty cubits, is referring to the interior space 
of the sukka; and that which we learned in the mishna, that a cross 
beam spanning an alleyway that is more than twenty cubits must be 
lowered, is referring to the space at the entrance of the alleyway be- 
neath the cross beam. 


Rav Pappa said to Rava: A baraita was taught that supports your 
opinion: If the cross beam spanning the entrance of an alleyway is 
higher than twenty cubits off the ground, greater than the entrance 
of the Sanctuary, one must diminish its height. And the space of 
the entrance of the Sanctuary itself was twenty cubits high, and its 
roof was higher than twenty cubits. Apparently, the twenty cubits 
mentioned with regard to a sukka and an alleyway refers to the space 
beneath the roofing and the cross beam. 


Rav Shimi bar Rav Ashi raised an objection to Rav Pappa from the 
Tosefta: How precisely would he do it? He places the cross beam 
from the edge of twenty cubits and below." Apparently, the entire 
cross beam must be within twenty cubits of the ground, and if any 
part of it rises above twenty it is unfit. 


Rav Pappa replied: Emend the Tosefta and say: From the edge of 
twenty cubits and above. Rav Shimi retorted: Butisn’tit taught: And 
below? What justification is there to completely reverse the meaning 
of the Tosefta? 


Rava explained that there is no need to emend the language of the 
baraita, but merely to reinterpret it. The baraita is teaching us the 
following: The halakha below is like the halakha above. Just as 
above, with regard to the maximum height of the cross beam, it is the 
space beneath the cross beam that may not be more than twenty 
cubits, so too below, with regard to the minimum height of the cross 
beam, it is the space beneath the cross beam that may not be less than 
ten handbreadths. However, a cross beam placed within ten hand- 
breadths of the ground is unfit and does not render it permitted to 
carry within the alleyway. 


The Gemara considers the measure of the cubit mentioned in the 
mishna and elsewhere. Abaye said in the name of Rav Nahman: The 
cubit mentioned with regard to the halakhot of sukka and the cubit 
mentioned in connection with the halakhot of an alleyway is a small 
cubit consisting of five handbreadths. In contrast, the cubit of a 
forbidden mixture of diverse kinds of seeds is a large cubit consisting 
of six handbreadths." Apparently, Rav Nahman rules stringently in all 
cases. 


The Gemara elaborates: The cubit of an alleyway is a cubit consisting 
of five handbreadths. With regard to what halakha does this ruling 
apply? It applies to the issue of the height of the cross beam spanning 
an alleyway that may not be more than twenty cubits high, and to the 
breach of an alleyway that may not be more than ten cubits wide. 


NOTES 


From the edge of twenty cubits and below - owy nawa 
mond: Rav Pappa explains the ruling of the baraita as follows: 
He places the cross beam on the edge of twenty and above, and 
does likewise below. The term below is an abridged formulation 
of a second halakha. Just as above, when the cross beam is at 
its maximum height, it must be positioned so that there is an 
interior space of no more than twenty cubits, the same applies 
below. When the cross beam is set at its lowest position, there 
must be an interior space of no less than ten cubits. 


Large and small cubits - nix nbin mia: Since the measure 
of a cubit was originally based on the length of the forearm, i.e., 
the distance between the elbow and the tip of the middle finger, 
there was no single fixed measure. Not only were there cubits of 
five or six handbreadths, but there was even a distinction among 
cubits of six handbreadths, as explained below, between those 
measured with expansive handbreadths and those measured 
with compressed ones. In the Temple, cubits slightly larger than 
six handbreadths were used. 
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BACKGROUND 
Curved wall — mapy 957: If part of the roof of a 
sukka, adjacent to one of its walls, is made of com- 
mon roofing material, unfit for use in a sukka, then 
this part of the roof is considered an extension of 
the sukka wall. It is as if the wall is curved at the 
top. If it is four cubits wide, it invalidates the sukka. 


Portion of the sukka roof made of common roofing material 


NOTES 

Diverse kinds in a vineyard — D137 nda: The To- 
rah prohibits planting or maintaining foreign crops 
in a vineyard. The relevant halakhot are elucidated 
in tractate Kilayim in the mishna and Jerusalem 
Talmud. Some of the fundamental halakhot of 
diverse kinds in a vineyard are: The prohibition 
only applies in a vineyard. Therefore, in the case 
of a lone vine or vines not planted in the form of 
a vineyard, one need only distance foreign crops 
six handbreadths from the vines. Since cultivation 
of a vineyard begins with plowing, which was 
performed with oxen, one must leave four cubits 
on either side of the vines as the work area of the 
vineyard. Similarly, one may not sow in the four cu- 
bits adjacent to the fence of the vineyard, because 
people would walk there. 

The dispute between Beit Shammai and Beit 
Hillel with regard to a clearing in a vineyard and 
the perimeter is based on a different halakha. If a 
person sows seeds in a vineyard, even if the seeds 
are distanced four cubits from the vines, the sown 
area is negated relative to the vines, and the sow- 
ing is prohibited. It is permitted only if the sown 
area is large enough to be considered a separate 
field. According to Beit Hillel, the minimum size 
of a field is four by four cubits, while Beit Sham- 
mai maintain that the minimum size is eight by 
eight cubits. 
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The Gemara poses a question: But isn’t there also the issue of the 
minimal length of an alleyway? For carrying in an alleyway to be 
rendered permissible by means ofa side post or a cross beam, it must 
be at least four cubits long. In that case, measuring the alleyway 
with small cubits will lead to a leniency. 


The Gemara resolves this difficulty: Rav Nahman holds in accor- 
dance with the one who said that the length of an alleyway need 
only be four handbreadths. However, a cubit mentioned in the 
context of an alleyway is always a small cubit, which is a stringency. 


The Gemara proposes an alternative solution: And if you wish, say 
instead that actually Rav Nahman holds in accordance with the 
opinion that the length of an alleyway must be four cubits, and in 
that case, the alleyway is measured with large cubits of six hand- 
breadths as a stringency. When he is saying that the cubit of an al- 
leyway is a cubit of five handbreadths, he is speaking of most, but 
not all, cubits mentioned in the context of an alleyway. 


Rav Nahman said that the cubit of a sukka is a small cubit consist- 
ing of five handbreadths. The Gemara asks: With regard to what 
halakha does this ruling apply? It applies to the halakha governing 
its height, i.e., that a sukka may not be more than twenty cubits high, 
and to the halakha of a curved wall. A sukka is considered valid if 
there are up to four cubits of invalid roofing, provided that this 
roofing is adjacent to one of the walls of the sukka. In that case, the 
invalid roofing is considered an extension of the wall, i.e., the wall 
is considered to be curved, and consequently, the entire sukka is 
valid. With regard to both halakhot, the ruling is stringent and dis- 
tance is measured with small cubits. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t there also the halakha of the minimal 
length of a sukka, which must be at least four cubits long? If it is 
measured with small cubits, that will lead to a leniency. As it was 
taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: I say, any sukka 
that does not have in it an area of at least four cubits by four cubits 
is invalid. 


The Gemara resolves this difficulty: Rav Nahman holds in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who say: A sukka is valid 
even if it holds only one’s head, most of his body, and his table. 


The Gemara suggests another solution: And if you wish, say instead: 
Actually, Rav Nahman’s statement holds true even if it is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi that a sukka must 
be at least four cubits long. Indeed, the sukka is measured with large 
cubits consisting of six handbreadths, which is a stringency. And 
when he says that the cubit of a sukka is a cubit of five handbreadths, 
he is speaking of most, but not all, cubits mentioned with regard 
to sukka. 


The Gemara continues: As stated above, Rav Nahman said that the 
cubit of a forbidden mixture of diverse kinds of seeds is a cubit 
consisting of six handbreadths. The Gemara asks: With regard to 
what halakha does this ruling apply? It applies to the halakha of a 
clearing in a vineyard and to the halakha of the perimeter of a 
vineyard." 


As we learned in a mishna in tractate Kilayim: With regard to a 

clearing in a vineyard," Beit Shammai say: Its measure is twenty- 
four cubits, and Beit Hillel say: Sixteen cubits. With regard to the 

perimeter of a vineyard," Beit Shammai say: Sixteen cubits, and 

Beit Hillel say: Twelve cubits. 


A clearing in a vineyard — D137 NMP: One may sow foreign seeds 
in the middle of a vineyard ab initio only if there is an area of sixteen 
by sixteen cubits clear of vines, in accordance with the opinion of Beit 
Hillel. If he distanced the seeds from the vines more than four cubits 
on either side, neither the vines nor the other crops are prohibited 


after the fact (Shu/han Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 296:42). 


HALAKHA 


seeds between the vineyard and the fence ab initio only if there is 
an empty space of twelve cubits, in accordance with the opinion of 
Beit Hillel. Even if one distanced the other seeds four cubits from the 
vines, neither the vines nor the other crops are prohibited after the 
fact (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 296:43). 
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The mishna explains: What is a clearing in a vineyard? It is refer- 
ring to a vineyard whose middle section was laid bare of vines. 
If there are not sixteen cubits across in the clearing, one may not 
bring foreign seeds and sow them there, due to the Torah prohi- 
bition against sowing other crops in a vineyard (Deuteronomy 
22:9). If there were sixteen cubits across in the clearing, one 
provides the vineyard with its requisite work area, i.e., four cubits 
along either side of the vines are left unsown to facilitate cultiva- 
tion of the vines, and he sows the rest of the cleared area with 
foreign crops. 


The mishna continues: What is the perimeter of a vineyard?” It 
is the vacant area between the vineyard and the fence surround- 
ing it. If there are not twelve cubits in that area, one may not 
bring foreign seeds and sow them there. If there were twelve 
cubits in that area, he provides the vineyard, with its requisite 
work area, four cubits, and he sows the rest. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But isn’t there also the halakha of 
vines that planted consecutively, within four cubits of each oth- 
er, with regard to which measuring the distance with large cubits 

would lead to a leniency? As we learned in a mishna: With regard 

to a vineyard that was planted in consecutive rows with less than 

four cubits between them, Rabbi Shimon says: Since the rows 

are planted so closely together, it is not considered a vineyard, 
and if one plants other crops there he is not liable. And the Rab- 
bis say: It is a vineyard, and one regards the middle vines, those 

planted between two appropriately spaced rows, as if they are not 

there." One who plants other crops there is indeed liable. Accord- 
ing to Rabbi Shimon’s opinion, measuring the distance between 

the rows with large cubits leads to leniency. 


The Gemara resolves the difficulty: Rav Nahman made his state- 
ment in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who say that 
a densely planted vineyard is a vineyard. And if you wish, say 
instead: Actually, Rav Nahman’s statement holds true even ifit is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, that a densely 
planted vineyard is not a vineyard, and the distance between the 
rows is measured with small cubits consisting of five handbreadths 
as a stringency. When he says that the cubit of diverse kinds of 
seeds is a cubit consisting of six handbreadths, he is speaking of 
most, but not all, cubits mentioned with regard to a forbidden 
mixture of diverse kinds of seeds. 


The above was based on the ruling of Rav Nahman according to 
Abaye. But Rava said in the name of Rav Nahman:" All cubits 
mentioned in measurements by the Sages consisted of a large 
cubit of six handbreadths." However, these, the cubits men- 
tioned with regard to diverse kinds of seeds, are measured with 
expansive handbreadths, with the fingers spread apart, whereas 
those, the cubits mentioned with regard to an alleyway and a 
sukka, are measured with compressed handbreadths, with the 
fingers held together." 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: All cubits that 
were mentioned by the Sages are cubits of six handbreadths, 
provided 


NOTES 


BACKGROUND 
Perimeter of a vineyard - pia binn: 


Sketch of the vacant area between the vineyard and the fence surrounding it 


HALAKHA 


in a vineyard were anedd close a. less than four 
cubits apart, it is still considered a vineyard. If one sows 
foreign seeds there, the vines and other crops are prohibited, 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 296:33). 


The measure of a cubit — maga Vy: All cubits mentioned 
in the measurements of the Sages are cubits of six hand- 
breadths, in accordance with the opinion of Rava, which is 
supported by a baraita (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 349:1, 
396:1 and Yoreh De‘a 296:68). 


The measure of cubits according to Rava — now Miax nyw 
XIJ: Some commentaries explain that all the objections and 
resolutions recorded above with regard to expansive and com- 
pressed cubits in the context of Abaye's opinion also apply to 
expansive and compressed cubits in the discussion of Rava's 
opinion. The larger or smaller measures are applied based on 
the stringency entailed (Rambam; Rosh; Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi). 
Other authorities maintain that since the difference is slight, 


no distinction is made. Rather, the cubits of an alleyway and 
a sukka are always measured with five-cubit handbreadths, 
while those of diverse kinds are always measured with six-cubit 
handbreadths (Rashba). 


Expansive [sokhakot] and compressed [atzevot] hand- 
breadths — niays nipniw: The Arukh explains that the larger 
cubits are measured with handbreadths in which the fingers of 


the hand are slightly apart. They are called laughing [sokhakot], 
because one who laughs separates his lips. The smaller cubits 
are called sad [atzevot], as one who is sad tightens the lips. The 
commentaries state that the difference between an expansive 
and a compressed cubit is roughly half a fingerbreadth (Ram- 
bam; Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi; see also Rav Nissim Gaon). 
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HALAKHA 


The cubit of the base of the altar and the cubit of the 
surrounding ledge - 2350 max) Tid» max: The height of 
the base of the altar and width of the surrounding ledge 
of the altar are measured in cubits of five handbreadths, 
as stated by the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 2:6). 


NOTES 
The measures of the altar - nayan nima: The measure- 
ments of the future Temple that appear in the book of 
Ezekiel are not clearly defined. Therefore, the Sages in- 
terpreted them homiletically in various ways. The verse 
quoted in this context evidently refers to two different 
sized cubits, the regular cubit and the cubit of “a cubit and 
a handbreadth.” See the two versions of Rashi’s commen- 
tary that offer two different explanations of the text. Nev- 
ertheless, both explanations lead to the same conclusion. 


BACKGROUND 

The altar — navan: The height of the altar, including its 
horns, was ten cubits. However, these cubits were not 
uniform in length. Rather, some were longer and others 
were shorter. Consequently, the height of the altar totaled 
fifty-eight handbreadths, and not sixty. The altar had five 
cubits of five handbreadths: The cubit of the height of the 
base, the cubit of the width of the foundation, the cubit of 
the width of the surrounding ledge, the cubit of the height 
of the horns, and the cubit of the width of the horns. 


Altar in the Second Temple 
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that they are not precisely a cubit. Granted, according to Rava, 
the baraita means: So that these, the cubits of diverse kinds of seeds, 
should be measured with expansive handbreadths, and those, the 
cubits of sukka, should be measured with compressed hand- 
breadths. However, according to Abaye, it is difficult. 


The Gemara answers: Abaye could have said to you: Emend the 
baraita and say: The cubit of diverse kinds of seeds mentioned by 
the Sages is measured with a cubit of six handbreadths, not the 
other cubits. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty. However, from the fact that it is 
taught in the latter clause of the baraita that Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel says: All the cubits that the Sages mentioned with regard 
to diverse kinds of seeds are measured with cubits of six hand- 
breadths, provided that they are not measured with exact hand- 
breadths? This proves by inference that the anonymous first tanna 
is speaking of all cubits, and not only those in the case of diverse 
kinds of seeds. 


The Gemara answers that Abaye could have said to you: Isn’t there 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, who holds in accordance with my 
opinion? I stated my opinion in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel. 


The Gemara comments: According to Abaye, the issue of large and 
small cubits is certainly subject to a dispute between tanna’im, as 
his ruling can only be in accordance with the opinion of Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel. According to Rava, however, must it be said 
that this is subject to a dispute between tanna’im? 


The Gemara answers: This is not necessarily the case, as Rava could 
have said to you: Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel does not dispute 
the basic teaching of the anonymous first tanna that all the cubits 
mentioned by the Sages are cubits of six handbreadths. Rather, he 
came to teach us this: One should not reduce the cubit of diverse 
kinds of seeds, i.e., one should not measure it with compressed 
handbreadths. 


The Gemara raises an objection. And if that is the case, let him say: 
One must not reduce the cubit of diverse kinds of seeds. What 
does the phrase: A cubit consisting of six handbreadths come to 
exclude? Does it not come to exclude the cubit ofa sukka and the 
cubit of an alleyway, which are measured with cubits of five hand- 
breadths? 


The Gemara rejects this argument. No, Rabban Shimon ben Gam- 
liel’s formulation comes to exclude the cubit of the base of the altar, 
which is the bottom level of the altar, one cubit high with a ledge 
one cubit wide, and the cubit of the surrounding ledge" of the 
altar, which is five cubits above the base, six cubits above the ground, 
and one cubit wide. Everyone agrees that those cubits are small 
cubits of five handbreadths. 


As it is written: “And these are the measures of the altar’ by cu- 
bits; the cubit is a cubit and a handbreadth, the bottom shall be 
a cubit, and the breadth a cubit, and its border by its edge round 
about shall be a span: And this shall be the higher part of the 
altar” (Ezekiel 43:13). And the Sages explained this verse as follows: 
“The bottom shall be a cubit,” this is the base of the altar; “and the 
breadth a cubit,” this is the surrounding ledge of the altar; “and 
its border by its edge round about,” these are the horns of the 
altar, i.e., extensions of the corners of the altar; “and this shall be 
the higher part of the altar,” this refers to the golden altar that 
stood inside the Sanctuary and was also measured by small cubits.’ 
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Since the Gemara discussed measurements, it proceeds to cite 

that which Rabbi Hiyya bar Ashi said that Rav said: The mea- 
sures relating to mitzvot in the Torah, and the halakhot govern- 
ing interpositions that invalidate ritual immersions, and the 

halakhot of partitions are all halakhot transmitted to Moses 

from Sinai. These halakhot have no basis in the Written Torah, 
but according to tradition they were orally transmitted by God 

to Moses together with the Written Torah. 


The Gemara questions this assertion: Are measures" a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai? They are written in the 
Torah, as it is written: “A land of wheat, and barley, and vines, 
and figs, and pomegranates, a land of olive oil and honey” (Deu- 
teronomy 8:8), and Rav Hanan said: This entire verse was 
stated for the purpose of teaching measures with regard to 
different halakhot in the Torah. 


Wheat was mentioned as the basis for calculating the time re- 
quired for one to become ritually impure when entering a house 

afflicted with leprosy, as that which we learned in a mishna: 
One who enters a house afflicted with leprosy’ of the house" 

(see Leviticus 14), and his clothes are draped over his shoul- 
ders, and his sandals and his rings are in his hands, both he 

and they, the clothes, sandals, and rings, immediately become 

ritually impure. However, ifhe was dressed in his clothes, and 

his sandals were on his feet, and his rings were on his fingers, 
he immediately becomes ritually impure, but they, the clothes, 
sandals, and rings, remain pure until he stays in the house long 
enough to eat half a loaf of bread. This calculation is based on 

wheat bread, which takes less time to eat, and not on barley 
bread, and it relates to one who is reclining and eating it to- 
gether with relish, which hastens the eating. This is a Torah 

measurement connected specifically to wheat. 


Barley is also used as a basis for measurements, as we learned 
in a mishna: A bone from a corpse the size of a grain of barley" 
imparts ritual impurity through contact and by being carried, 
but it does not impart impurity by means of a tent, i.e., if the 
bone was inside a house, it does not render all the articles in the 
house ritually impure. 


The halakhic measure determined by a vine is the quantity of 
a quarter-log of wine for a nazirite."" A nazirite, who is prohib- 
ited to drink wine, is liable to be flogged if he drinks that mea- 
sure. 


NOTES 


Measures. . .are written in the Torah - Kix pry: Rav 
Hanan understands that the verse speaks in praise of the fruit 
of Eretz Yisrael, such that even the measures for various Torah 
laws are determined by its fruit (Rashi). 


One who enters a house afflicted with leprosy — D3337 
yuna mad: A house plagued with leprosy [tzaraat] is in 
a certain sense treated like a house containing a corpse: 
Anything inside it and anyone who enters in it contracts im- 
purity. However, two verses refer to this situation: “One who 
enters the house shall be impure until the evening’ (Leviticus 
14:46), and:"One who eats in the house shall wash his clothes” 
(Leviticus 14:47). The first verse refers to the impurity of the 
person himself or to that of anything brought into the house, 
while the second verse, which speaks of washing clothes, 
deals with the clothing worn by a person who enters the 
house. The clothing contracts impurity only if it remains in 
the house for the duration of “eating,’which, according to rab- 
binic tradition, is the time required to eat half a loaf of bread. 


A quarter-log of wine for a nazirite - vd p? Mya: To- 
safot point out that Rashi’s explanation, which states that if a 
nazirite drinks this measure of wine he is liable for flogging, 
requires elaboration. This is based on the fact that the word 
vines indicates more than simply the prohibition against 
a nazirite drinking wine. Rather, one should explain as fol- 
lows: A quarter-/og is a measurement of volume. Indeed, 
all measures of a quarter-/og, whether for wine or water, 
are equal. However, the volume of solid food is determined, 
according to halakha, by measuring the amount of liquid 
displaced by the food when it is inserted into a liquid. Con- 
sequently, when measuring foods prohibited to a nazirite, 
e.g. grapes and grape products, to which the measure of 
a quarter-/log applies, there will be a slight difference be- 
tween measuring with water and measuring with wine, be- 
cause the viscosity of wine and that of water are different. 
Therefore, the amount of liquid displaced will be different 
(Geon Ya'akov). 


HALAKHA 


Measures — yy": The measures relating to various Torah pro- 
hibitions are halakhot transmitted to Moses from Sinai. According 
to Torah law, one is liable for punishment only if one transgresses 
with the prohibited measure. If one intentionally transgresses 
with less than the requisite measure, one is punished with lashes 
administered by rabbinic decree (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 14:2). 


The impurity of a plagued house — yayan ma Nab: One who 
enters a house that is plagued with leprosy [tzara‘at] and who is 
dressed in the usual manner contracts ritual impurity immedi- 
ately. However, his clothes contract impurity only if he remains 
in the house for the duration of time required to eat half a loaf of 
bread. This is the normal time necessary to eat three egg-bulks 
of wheat bread with a relish. If his clothes or jewelry were in 
his hands, they too contract impurity immediately upon entry 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 16:7). 


A bone the size of a grain of barley - miywa oxy: A bone from a 
corpse imparts ritual impurity through contact or by being carried 
if it is the size of a barleycorn or larger. It does not impart impurity 
via a tent, in accordance with the mishna cited here (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:2). 


Wine for a nazirite - v 1”: A nazirite who drinks a quarter-log 
of wine or wine products is punished with lashes (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:2). 
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HALAKHA 


A dried fig-bulk with regard to carrying out on 
Shabbat - naw myyind TYIN: One who carries food 
fit for humans from one domain to another is liable if he 
carried at least a dried fig-bulk of food (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:1). 


Vessels belonging to homeowners - w73 ya bp: 
Bone or wood vessels that have a hole through which 
a medium-sized pomegranate can pass are no longer 
susceptible to ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 6:2). 


Eating on Yom Kippur - 15° O14 TPX: One is liable 
for eating on Yom Kippur only if he eats an amount of 
food equal in size to a large date (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 612:1). 


Interpositions in immersions — Tya myyn: When 
one immerses in a ritual bath [mikve] to purify himself, 
he must immerse his entire body at the same time. In 
addition, there must be nothing that interposes be- 
tween his body and the water (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a198:1). 


The measure of a ritual bath - mpa Wy: To be suit- 
able for purification, a ritual bath must measure a cubi 
in width, by a cubit in depth, by three cubits in height. 
The volume of a ritual bath of that size is forty sea. A 
ritual bath is measured using large cubits of six hand- 
breadths and halfa finger each, as the cubits for a ritua 
bath must be expansive cubits (Rashba). The dimen- 
sions of the ritual bath need not be in exactly this ratio. 
However, the ritual bath must contain forty sea and i 
must be possible to immerse one’s entire body in it a 
one time (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 201:1). 


Interpositions with regard to hair — ww my°xM: | 
he person immersing is bothered by single, knotted 
hair when immersing, or if most people are bothered 
by this (Shakh), it constitutes an interposition. Two 
hairs or more that were knotted together are not an 
interposition. If one is not particular about a knotted 
hair, the immersion is not invalidated, unless most of 
he hair was individually knotted. This is in accordance 
with the ruling of the geonim, based on the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan in tractate Nidda, that two hairs knotted 
ogether do not constitute an interposition (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 198:5). 


NOTES 


Honey. ..a large date-bulk - naan napia wat: In the 
Bible, the term honey does not refer exclusively to bees’ 
honey. Rather, all kinds of sweet things are called honey, 
especially dates (Rashi). The use of a large date as a mini- 
mal measure of eating on Yom Kippur stems from the 
act that there is no explicit prohibition against eating 
on Yom Kippur. Fasting is merely part of the affliction to 
be endured on that day, and the Sages had a tradition 
hat as long as a person has not eaten an amount of 
‘ood equivalent to the size of a large date, the person's 
mind is not settled and he is still considered afflicted. 


a 


=) 


A single hair tied in a knot constitutes an inter- 
position — ny¥¥in NWP NNN KD: The authorities dis- 
agree as to whether hair has its own special law con- 
cerning interpositions or whether it is considered part 
of the body. Even according to the first opinion, a single 
hair in a knot invalidates an immersion only if most 
of the hairs on one's head are knotted in this manner 
(geonim). Other commentaries state that even if most 
of the hairs are knotted in a manner that interposes, it 
still does not invalidate the immersion according to 
Torah law, unless, when considered together with the 
head, most of the body is covered by interposing matter. 
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Fig alludes to the measure of a dried fig-bulk with regard to the 
halakhot of carrying out on Shabbat." One is liable for carrying 
food fit for human consumption on Shabbat, provided that he 
carries a dried fig-bulk of that food. 


Pomegranate teaches the measure, as that which we learned in 
a mishna: All ritually impure wooden vessels belonging to ordi- 
nary homeowners" become pure through being broken, as broken 
vessels cannot contract or maintain ritual impurity, and they are 
considered broken if they have holes the size of pomegranates. 


The Sages interpreted: A land of olive oil and honey, as: A land, all 

of whose measures are olive-bulks. The Gemara poses a question: 
Does it enter your mind that it is a land all of whose measures are 

olives-bulks? Yet aren’t there those measures that we just men- 
tioned above, which are not olive-bulks? Rather, say: A land, most 

of whose measures are olive-bulks, as most measures, e.g., those 

relating to forbidden foods and to impurity imparted by a corpse 

in a tent and by contact with an animal carcass, are olive-bulks. 


Honey, i.e., dates from which date honey is extracted, also deter- 
mines a measure, as with regard to eating on Yom Kippur, one is 
liable only if he eats a large date-bulk” of food." Clearly, the mea- 
surements pertaining to mitzvot are explicitly written in the Torah 
and were not transmitted to Moses from Sinai. 


The Gemara refutes this argument: And can you hold that all these 
measures are explicitly written in the Torah with regard to each of 
the halakhot mentioned above? Rather, they are halakhot that were 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai, and the Sages based them on 
verses in the Torah. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Ashi said above that Rav said that the laws govern- 
ing interpositions that invalidate ritual immersion are halakhot 

transmitted to Moses from Sinai. The Gemara challenges this asser- 
tion: These, too, are written in the Torah, as it is written: “And he 

shall bathe all his flesh in the water” (Leviticus 15:16), and the 

Sages derived that nothing should intervene between his flesh 

and the water." The definite article in the phrase “in the water” 
indicates that this bathing is performed in water mentioned else- 
where, i.e., specifically in the water of a ritual bath, and not in just 

any water. And the phrase “all his flesh” indicates that it must be in 

water into which all of his body can enter, i.e., in which a person 

can immerse his entire body at once. And how much water is that? 

It is a cubit by a cubit by the height of three cubits. And the Sages 

calculated the volume of a ritual bath of this size and determined 

that the waters of a ritual bath measure forty sea." As this is de- 
rived from the Written Torah, what need is there for a halakha 

transmitted to Moses from Sinai? 


The Gemara answers: The halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai 
is needed with regard to his hair, that it too must be accessible to 
the water without interposition. And this is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabba bar Rav Huna, as Rabba bar Rav Huna said: 
A single hair tied in a knot constitutes an interposition’ and in- 
validates the immersion. Three hairs tied together in a knot do not 
constitute an interposition, because three hairs cannot be tied so 
tightly that water cannot penetrate them. With regard to two hairs 
tied together in a knot, I do not know the halakha. This halakha 
with regard to hair is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai." 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: The halakha with regard to his hair 
is also written in the Torah, as it was taught in a baraita: And he 
shall bathe all [et kol] his flesh. The superfluous word et comes to 
amplify and include that which is subordinate to his flesh, and 
that is hair. 
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The Gemara answers: The halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai 
comes to teach the details of interpositions on the body with regard 
to its majority and its minority, and with regard to one who is 
particular and one who is not particular, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yitzhak. 


As Rabbi Yitzhak said: By Torah law, if there is an interposition 
between a person and the water, and it covers the majority of his 
body, and he is particular and wants the interposing substance re- 
moved, only then is it considered an interposition that invalidates 
immersion in a ritual bath. However, if he is not particular about 
that substance, it is not considered an interposition. The Sages, 
however, issued a decree prohibiting substances covering the ma- 
jority of one’s body with regard to which he is not particular, due 
to substances covering the majority of one’s body with regard to 
which he is particular. And, they issued a decree prohibiting sub- 
stances covering the minority of his body with regard to which one 
is particular, due to substances covering the majority of his body 
with regard to which one is particular. 


The Gemara raises a question: Then let us also issue a decree deem- 
ing substances covering the minority of one’s body with regard to 
which he is not particular an interposition due to substances cover- 
ing the minority of his body with regard to which one is particular, 
or alternatively, due to substances covering the majority of his 
body with regard to which he is not particular." 


The Gemara answers: We do not issue that decree, because the ha- 
lakha that deems both an interposition covering the minority of his 

body about which one is particular and an interposition covering the 

majority of his body about which one is not particular an interposi- 
tion is itself a decree. Shall we then rise up and issue one decree 

to prevent violation of another decree? In any case, these details with 

regard to interpositions are neither written nor alluded to in the 

Torah; rather, they are halakhot transmitted to Moses from Sinai. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Ashi said that Rav said that the halakhot of parti- 
tions were transmitted to Moses from Sinai. The Gemara challenges 
this assertion as well: They are written in the Torah, as the funda- 
mental principle that a partition ten handbreadths high establishes 
a separate domain is derived from the Torah. 


As the Master said: The Holy Ark in the Tabernacle was nine hand- 
breadths high, as the verse states that its height was a cubit and a half. 
A cubit contains six handbreadths, so its height totaled nine hand- 
breadths. And the cover atop the Ark was one handbreadth, which 
total ten. There is a tradition that the Divine Presence does not de- 
scend into the domain of this world, which is derived from the verse 
that states that the Divine Presence would reveal itself from above 
the cover of the Ark. Apparently, a partition of ten handbreadths 
creates a separate domain. 


The Gemara answers: The halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai 

is necessary only according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who 

said: The cubit mentioned with regard to the building of the Tab- 
ernacle and the Temple was a large cubit of six handbreadths, where- 
as the cubit mentioned with regard to the sacred vessels was a cubit 

of five handbreadths. According to this opinion, the Ark, which was 

a cubit and a half, and its cover, which was a handbreadth, measured 

eight and a half handbreadths. Therefore, nothing can be derived 

with regard to a partition of ten handbreadths. 


The Gemara poses a question. And according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Meir, who said: All the cubits were medium ones, regular 
cubits of six handbreadths; what can be said? Apparently, according 
to his opinion, the laws governing partitions are explicitly stated in 
the Torah. 


HALAKHA 

Interposition and particularity — npm nwyn: Anything 
of any size that intervenes between one's body and the 
water of a ritual bath constitutes an interposition if most 
people are particular about it and will remove it from their 
bodies. If only the person immersing is always particular 
about this kind of interposition, then it constitutes an in- 
terposition for that person (Rambam; Darkhei Moshe; Bah). 
Any substance that covers most of the body constitutes an 
interposition even if people are usually not particular about 
it. One should not immerse with a foreign substance on 
one's body, ab initio, for the purpose of becoming pure, e.g., 
in the case of a menstruating woman, even if the substance 
is not considered an interposition (Rema; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 198:1). 
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HALAKHA 

Diminishing the height of a cross beam - iia vyn: If a 
cross beam across the entrance to an alleyway is more than 
twenty cubits off the ground, the alleyway can be rendered fit 
for carrying within it by raising a portion of the ground under 
the cross beam. The width of the raised section must be at least 
a handbreadth. This ruling is in accordance with Rav Yosef's 
opinion, since he was Abaye's teacher and the Gemara's discus- 
sion agrees with his position, as explained by the Rambam, the 
Rosh, Rabbeinu Yehonatan, and others (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 363:26). 


NOTES 

Diminishing the height of the alleyway — ‘1212 biyya: There are 
several variant texts as well as several interpretative approaches 
with regard to this issue. According to one variant text, the Sage 
who says: One handbreadth, rules that it is prohibited to utilize 
the area under the cross beam. Therefore, it is enough to raise 
an area the width of a handbreadth, since that handbreadth will 
not itself be used. The Sage who says: Four handbreadths, holds 
that one is permitted to utilize the area under the cross beam. 
Consequently, four handbreadths are required so the boundary 
of the alleyway is clearly recognizable (Ra‘avad; Sefer Haltim). 

Other commentaries follow the Rif’s explanation, according 
o which diminishing the height of the alleyway is accomplished 
by adding another cross beam under the existing one, so that 
he space between the cross beam and the ground will be less 
han twenty cubits. According to this approach, the argument 
revolves around the question of how large the second cross 
beam must be in order to supersede the first beam. Nevertheless, 
according to this explanation, the logic of the Gemara's discus- 
sion is difficult to understand. In addition, it is explicitly stated in 
he Jerusalem Talmud that the dispute relates to a raised section 
built underneath the cross beam. 


Perek I 
Daf5 Amuda 


HALAKHA 
Utilizing the area beneath the cross beam - mip nnn www: 
One is permitted to make use of an alleyway, including the area 
under the cross beam itself (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 365:4). 


A cross beam as a conspicuous marker — %97 own mip: A 
cross beam across the entrance to an alleyway is not consid- 
ered a partition, but only a conspicuous marker (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:9, 15). 
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The Gemara answers: According to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, 
the halakha with regard to a partition of ten handbreadths is in- 
deed written in the Torah. However, the halakha transmitted to 
Moses from Sinai comes to teach other halakhot concerning 
partitions, e.g., the halakhot of extending [gode], according to 
which an existing partition is extended upward or downward to 
complete the requisite measure; and the halakhot of joining 
[lavud], according to which two solid surfaces are joined if they 
are separated by a gap of less than three handbreadths; and the 
halakhot of the curved wall of a sukka. A sukka is valid even if 
there are up to four cubits of invalid roofing, provided that this 
roofing is adjacent to one of the walls of the sukka. In that case, 
the invalid roofing is considered a bent extension of the wall. 
These concepts are certainly not written in the Torah. 


The Gemara returns to the laws of alleyways: If the cross beam 
spanning the entrance to an alleyway was higher than twenty 
cubits from the ground and one comes to diminish its height, 
how much must he diminish it? The Gemara is surprised by the 
question: How much must he diminish it? The amount that he 
needs in order to render its height less than twenty cubits." 


Rather, the space between the cross beam and the ground must, 
of course, be reduced to twenty cubits. However, when one 
raises the alleyway, how much must the width of the raised sec- 
tion be in order to render the alleyway fit for carrying within it? 
Rav Yosef said: One handbreadth. Abaye said: Four 
handbreadths." 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that these amora’im disagree 
about this: The one who said one handbreadth holds that one 
is permitted to utilize the area beneath the cross beam spanning 
the entrance to the alleyway, as he maintains that the cross beam 
serves as a partition, and the alleyway is considered as if it were 
sealed by a partition descending from the outer edge of the cross 
beam that faces the public domain. Since the area beneath the 
cross beam is part of the alleyway and is less than twenty cubits, 
there is a conspicuous demarcation for one standing in the 


alleyway. 


And the one who said four handbreadths holds that the alley- 
way is considered as if it were sealed from the inside edge of the 
cross beam, and consequently it is prohibited to utilize the area 
beneath the cross beam. As the area beneath the cross beam is 
not part of the alleyway, a significant demarcation, i.e., one of 
four handbreadths, is required within the alleyway itself. 


The Gemara rejects this explanation: No, everyone agrees that 
it is permitted to utilize the area beneath the cross beam," and 
they disagree with regard to this: This Master, Rav Yosef, holds 
that a cross beam functions in an alleyway as a conspicuous 
marker" that demarcates the alleyway from the public domain, 
and consequently a mere handbreadth is sufficient, as even a 
handbreadth is sufficiently conspicuous. And this Master, Abaye, 
holds that a cross beam serves as a partition, and a partition is 
not effective for an area of less than four handbreadths. The 
principle that an outer edge descends and seals the alleyway does 
not apply if the beam is higher than twenty cubits. In order for it 
to be considered a partition, there must be at least four hand- 
breadths that are less than twenty cubits beneath the cross beam. 
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The Gemara proposes an alternative explanation: And ifyou wish, 
say instead that everyone agrees that a cross beam serves as a 
conspicuous marker, and here they disagree with regard to the 
relationship between a conspicuous marker below, i.e., the raised 
area of the alleyway, and a conspicuous marker above, i.e., the 
cross beam. This Master, Rav Yosef, holds that we say that the 
halakha that governs the conspicuous marker below is like the 
halakha that applies to the conspicuous marker above, and one 
handbreadth suffices." And this Master, Abaye, holds that we do 
not say that the halakha that governs the conspicuous marker 
below is like the halakha that applies to the conspicuous marker 
above. The lower sign must be more prominent and extend four 
handbreadths. 


The Gemara proposes yet another explanation of the amoraic 

dispute: And if you wish, say instead that everyone agrees that 

we say that fundamentally, the halakha that governs the con- 
spicuous marker below is like the halakha that applies to the 

conspicuous marker above, and even a handbreadth should 

suffice. But here they disagree whether the Sages decreed that 

four handbreadths are necessary, lest people treading upon it will 

erode and diminish the raised area." Rav Yosef is not concerned 

that it will be diminished and therefore holds that a raised area of 
a handbreadth is sufficient, whereas Abaye is concerned that the 

raised area of a handbreadth will erode to less than a handbreadth, 
rendering it inconspicuous, and the alleyway will come to be 

utilized in a prohibited manner. 


The Gemara considers a new case: If the cross beam spanning the 
entrance to an alleyway was less than ten handbreadths above 
the ground, and one hollowed out the ground under the cross 
beam in order to complete the distance from the ground to the 
cross beam to ten, how much must he hollow out? The Gemara 
is surprised by the question: How much must he hollow out? 
However much is necessary for it to increase the height to at least 
ten handbreadths. Rather, the question is as follows: How far 
must the hollowed-out area extend" into the alleyway in order to 
render it permitted to carry throughout the alleyway? Rav Yosef 
said: Four handbreadths. Abaye said: Four cubits." 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that these amora’im disagree 
with regard to the ruling of Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi. As it was 
stated with regard to the following question: If the side wall of 
an alleyway was breached" toward its entrance,’ i.e., close to 
where the alleyway opens into the public domain, what is the ha- 
lakha? It was stated in the name of Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi: 
If an upright board four handbreadths wide remains of the origi- 
nal wall or is set up where the original wall had ended, the cross 
beam or side post at the entrance to the alleyway renders it per- 
mitted to carry in the alleyway even if there is a breach of up to 
ten cubits long. 


HALAKHA 


A conspicuous marker above and a conspicuous marker 
below - mea bw aam mya Sv 127: When the ground 
is raised in order to diminish the height of a cross beam 
to less than twenty cubits, a raised area one handbreadth 
wide suffices, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yosef. 
However, care must be taken that it not be worn down by 
people walking over it (Magen Avraham; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 363:26). 


The length of the hollowed-out area in an alleyway — 
mpr 439 Ww: When hollowing out an alleyway to com- 
plete its height to ten handbreadths, the hollowed-out 
area must extend four cubits into the alleyway. This ruling 
is in accordance with the view of Abaye, because the tal- 
mudic discussion appears to endorse his opinion, both in 
this context (Hagahot Maimoniyot) and elsewhere (Vilna 
Gaon). The width of the hollowed-out section is a mat- 


ter of dispute between the early commentaries. Some say 
that a width of four handbreadths is sufficient (Korban 
Netanel), but most authorities maintain that it must ex- 
tend the entire width of the alleyway (Rosh), so long as its 
width is not greater than its length (Bah; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 363:26). 


If the side wall of an alleyway was breached - y153 "i379 
ityn: If the side wall of an alleyway was breached close to 
where the alleyway opens onto the public domain, so long 
as there remains an upright board four handbreadths long 
adjacent to the entrance, one may carry in the alleyway 
provided that the breach is less than ten cubits. However, 
if there is no such upright board or if it is less than four 
handbreadths long, one may carry only if the breach is 
less than three handbreadths wide (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 365:1). 


NOTES 
Decreed lest people...erode and diminish — nina Kaw mya: 
According to all of these explanations, Abaye’s opinion should be 
explained as follows: Since one handbreadth is insufficient for some 
reason, e.g., a decree lest the raised area become worn down, there- 
fore, some other significant measure is required, and that is four 
handbreadths (Rashba). 


How far must the hollowed-out area extend - m2323 iawn: In the 
Jerusalem Talmud, other Sages dispute this same issue as follows: 
The one who rules that the width of the hollowed-out area must 
extend four cubits argues that this is the measure of an alleyway. 
The one who maintains that four handbreadths are sufficient argues 
that this defines an area as a place. 

The authorities disagree with regard to the width of the area that 
must be dug. The Rif states that four cubits are required, because 
his text reads: Four cubits by four cubits. Based on a different tex- 
tual reading, the Bah claims that a width of four handbreadths is 
sufficient. The Rosh requires that the entire length of the alleyway 
must be hollowed out. In the Jerusalem Talmud, another opinion is 
offered in this matter: It is enough if one hollows out three hand- 
breadths into the alleyway, so long as one digs adjacent to its walls. 


BACKGROUND 


If the side wall of an alleyway was breached toward its entrance — 
Wwe 23 ipa yW "aN: This describes an alleyway, the side 
wall of which was breached close to its entrance, with an upright 
board of wall four handbreadths in length remaining adjacent to the 
entrance. This is in accordance with the explanation that its head, i.e., 
the entrance, is the side facing the public domain. 


Alleyway that was breached close to its entrance 
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HALAKHA 
Houses and courtyards opening into it - iaimh nism Dna: 
The Sages permitted one to carry in an alleyway with a con- 
spicuous marker of a side post or a cross beam, if at least 
two courtyards open into the alleyway and each courtyard 
contains at least two houses (Rashi; Rosh; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 363:26). 


NOTES 

Whose length is greater than its width - jan by Wy iDN: 
This statement demonstrates that the length ofan alleyway is 
not necessarily its longest side. If that were the case, the idea 
of an alleyway whose width is greater than its length would 
be meaningless. Rather, the length of an alleyway refers to 
the direction of the alleyway that extends from the opening 
onto the public domain, while the other dimension is called 
the width of the alleyway. 


BACKGROUND 
An alleyway of four handbreadths — m»ndv mya 7a 1372: 
The area of the alleyway is four handbreadths by four hand- 
breadths. The entrances to the two adjacent courtyards are 
on either side of the alleyway. The diagram below differs 
slightly from the diagram found in Rashi in order to present 
the measurements more precisely (Tosafot). 


Small alleyway, the length and width of which are four handbreadths 
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And if there is no upright board there, the following distinction ap- 
plies: Ifthe breach is less than three handbreadths, the cross beam or 
side post renders it permitted to carry in the alleyway, based on the 
principle of lavud. If the breach is three or more handbreadths, the 
cross beam or side post does not render it permitted to carry. The 
Gemara proposes that Rav Yosef, who says that the hollowed-out area 
need only extend four handbreadths, adopts the opinion of Rabbi 
Ami, whereas Abaye, who requires a hollowed-out area of four cubits, 
does not adopt the opinion of Rabbi Ami. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: Abaye could have said to you that 
the two cases are not comparable: There, in Rav Ami’s case, we are 
dealing with the final stage of an alleyway, i.e., an alleyway that had 
at first been properly structured, and only later did it become breached. 
Here, we are dealing with the initial stage of an alleyway, i.e., an al- 
leyway that from the very outset did not fulfill the necessary condi- 
tions. In this case: If there are four cubits in the hollowed-out area, 
yes, it is considered an alleyway, and if not, no, itis not considered an 


alleyway. 


Abaye said: From where do I say that a length of at least four cubits 
is required? As it was taught in a baraita: An alleyway is permitted 
by means of a side post or cross beam only if it has both houses 
opening into courtyards and courtyards opening into it," as only in 
that case can it be called an alleyway. 


And if the entire length of the alleyway is only four handbreadths, as 

is indicated by Rav Yosef’s opinion, how can you find this case? Un- 
der what circumstances is it possible for sucha short alleyway to have 

courtyards opening into it? Even if there are only two such courtyards, 
the entrance to each is at least four handbreadths wide. 


And if you say that the alleyway opens into the courtyards through 
its middle wall, i.e., the alleyway is only four handbreadths long but 
is wide enough to have two entrances opening into two courtyards, 
this is difficult. Didn’t Rav Nahman say that we hold on the author- 
ity of tradition: Which is an alleyway that is permitted by a side post 
or a cross beam? Any alleyway whose length is greater than its 
width’ and has houses and courtyards opening into it. Accordingly, 
if the alleyway is only four handbreadths long, its width must be even 
less than that. Consequently, argues Abaye, a length of at least four 
cubits is required. 


And Rav Yosef, how would he respond to this? Rav Yosef explains 
that the baraita is dealing with a case where the courtyards open into 
the alleyway at its corners. In this way it is possible to have two open- 
ings, each of which is at least four handbreadths wide, although the 
length of the alleyway itselfis no greater than four handbreadths,® as 
the four handbreadths of the openings to the courtyards are divided 
between the width and the length of the alleyway. 


Abaye further said: From where do I say that a length of at least four 
cubits is required? As Rami bar Hama said that Rav Huna said: With 
regard to a side post that protrudes from the wall on the side of an 
alleyway into the opening of the alleyway, if its protrusion was less 
than four cubits, it is deemed a side post that renders it permitted 
to carry in the alleyway, and no other side post is required to render 
it permitted to carry in it. However, if it protruded four cubits, that 
section is deemed an alleyway, as though there were an additional 
alleyway within an alleyway, and another side post is required to 
render it permitted to carry there. This shows that anything less than 
four cubits does not have the status of an alleyway, which supports 
the position of Abaye. 


The Gemara asks: And Rav Yosef, how would he respond to this? Rav 
Yosef distinguishes between the cases: With regard to removing its 
status as a side post, this status remains until there are four cubits 
in the length of the side post. However, in order to be deemed an 
independent alleyway, even with a wall of four handbreadths it is 
also considered an alleyway. 
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The Gemara examines Rami bar Hama’s statement cited in the 
course of the previous discussion. As to the matter itself: Rami 
bar Hama said that Rav Huna said: With regard to a side post 
that protrudes from the wall on the side of an alleyway into the 
entrance of the alleyway, 


if its protrusion is less than four cubits, it is deemed a side post 
that renders it permitted to carry in the alleyway, and no other 
side post is required to render it permitted. However, if it pro- 
trudes four cubits, that section is deemed an alleyway, and an- 
other side post is required to render it permitted to carry in it. 
The Gemara poses a question: That side post, which is added in 
order to permit carrying within the alleyway that was formed by 
the four-cubit side post, where does one position it such that one 
may carry within the alleyway? The Gemara clarifies its difficulty: 
If one positions it alongside the first side post as an addition to 
it, it looks as if he is merely extending the original side post, and 
it is not noticeable that an extra side post is present. 


Rav Pappa said: He should position it, the extra side post, on 
the other side of the alleyway, near the opposite wall. Rav Huna, 
son of Rav Yehoshua, said: Even if you say that he positions it 
alongside the first side post, it is valid, so long as he adds to it or 
diminishes from it in thickness or height, so that it will be notice- 
able that it is a side post of its own." 


The Gemara limits the application of Rami bar Hama’s ruling: Rav 
Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: We stated this halakha with 
regard to a side post protruding four cubits into the alleyway only 
in the case of an alleyway that is at least eight cubits wide. How- 
ever, in the case of an alleyway that is only seven cubits wide, it 
is permitted to carry within the alleyway without an additional 
side post, not because the original side post functions as a side 
post but rather because it sufficiently seals off the entrance to the 
alleyway such that the standing segment is greater than the 
breached segment. The alleyway is now closed off from all four 
sides, and the remaining opening to the public domain is regard- 
ed as an entrance, as most of that side is closed and only a small 
part of it is open. 


And this is derived by means of an a fortiori inference from a 
courtyard: Just as in a courtyard, which is not rendered a per- 
mitted domain by means of a side post or a cross beam, but ac- 
tual partitions are required, it is nevertheless rendered a permit- 
ted domain even if there are gaps in the partitions, as long as the 
standing segment is greater than the breached segment in an 
alleyway, with regard to which the Sages were lenient, as it is 
rendered a permitted domain by means of a side post or a cross 
beam, is it not right that it is rendered a permitted domain when 
the standing segment of the partition is greater than the 
breached segment? 


The Gemara refutes this a fortiori inference that was based on the 
fact that the legal status of a courtyard is more lenient than that of 
an alleyway, as it is in fact more stringent than that of an alleyway 
in at least one respect. With regard to what is true of a courtyard, 
that as long as its breach is less than ten cubits it remains a permit- 
ted domain, can you say the same of an alleyway, which is more 
stringent, as in a case where its breach is only four handbreadths 
itis not permitted to carry in the alleyway? Therefore, the halakha 
ofan alleyway cannot be derived from the halakha of a courtyard. 


NOTES 


A side post that protrudes into an alleyway — vbian md 
and: A majority of the commentaries hold that this side post 
was not originally placed for the purpose of rendering the 
alleyway fit for carrying. Rather, it served the needs of the al- 
eyway, e.g., it was one of the beams supporting the walls of the 
alleyway or the adjacent houses (Rosh). Many commentaries 
ried to explain the Gemara’s words in this context as referring 
o a side post that does not protrude into the width of the al- 
eyway, but extends lengthwise into the alleyway (Meiri). Other 
authorities state that the protruding side post is located not at 
he entrance to the alleyway, but in its middle, thereby dividing 
he alleyway into two: The section from the entrance to the 
side post and the section from the side post to the end of the 
alleyway. The ensuing debate is whether a protruding side post 
of this kind is sufficient to render it permitted to carry in both 
sections of the alleyway (Ra’avad; see Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


HALAKHA 


Aside post along the width of an alleyway — ia apina md: 

If a side post greater than four cubits is found in an alleyway, 
and it was not placed there to render it permitted to carry in 
the alleyway or is not relied upon for that halakhic purpose (Beit 
Yosef), then a second side post must be added to permit use of 
the alleyway. This ruling is in accordance with the view of Rav 
Huna (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:12). 


Placing the side post - nbn pn: If an additional side post is 
required for an alleyway, it should be placed on the opposite 
side of the alleyway from the first side post, in accordance 
with Rav Pappa's opinion. Alternatively, it can also be placed 
alongside the first side post, if one alters its width or height 
such that it is evident that it serves as a halakhic side post, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:12). 


BACKGROUND 


A side post that protrudes into an alleyway — vbian md 
ia: 


Alleyway with side post 
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HALAKHA 

An alleyway that is eight - minw ia: The laws mentioned 
above with regard to a side post only apply to an alleyway 
that is wider than eight cubits. However, if the alleyway is 
exactly eight cubits wide or less, it is permitted to use a 
side post of four cubits, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Ashi, which is the later opinion (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 36312). 


NOTES 


The standing segment is equal to the breached segment - 
yna miy: The discussion of the case where the standing 
portion of the wall and the breach are exactly equal is con- 
nected to a more general question raised in the Talmud: Is 
precision possible? Can two things be exactly equal to one 
another in length? Tosafot and other commentaries discuss 
at length the issue of whether it is possible for man-made 
things to be fashioned precisely or whether this is impos- 
sible. If this is in fact impossible, then since the two portions 
cannot be equal, carrying within the alleyway should be 
permitted in either case. It has been suggested that Rav Ashi 
made his comment only in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, who holds that when 
the breached segment is equal to the standing segment, 
the wall is considered breached. However, according to 
those who disagree, his statement was unnecessary. The 
Rashba is uncertain whether it may be inferred from this 
discussion that a side post that protrudes past the midline 
of an alleyway always renders it permitted to carry in the 
alleyway, even in cases where the width of the alleyway 
greatly exceeds eight handbreadths. The Rambam maintains, 
based on Rav Ashi’s statement, that an alleyway of this kind 
is permitted, whatever its width. 


Perek | 
Daf6 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


An alleyway that was breached from its side — 12/3 
iPx Yaw: It is prohibited to carry in an alleyway that was 
breached from the side, or one that was breached directly 
rom the front and not at the corner (Magen Avraham), if the 
breach is ten cubits wide. This rule applies only if people do 
not regularly cross through the breach. However, if people 
regularly cross through it, it is prohibited to carry in the al- 
eyway until the breach is repaired, even if the breach is only 
our handbreadths wide (Rema). This ruling is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Hanin bar Rava, either because the 
Talmud itself does not issue a final ruling and the halakha 
is lenient in matters of rabbinic law (Rosh), or because Rav 
Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, who is a later authority, agrees 
with him (Vilna Gaon; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 365:2). 


BACKGROUND 
The breach is in a corner — n% 123 Y9): This phrase refers 
to an alleyway where part of the opening facing the pub- 
lic domain had been closed off. If the corner of these two 
adjoining walls is breached, then the Gemara terms this a 
breach in a corner. 
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The Gemara answers: Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, holds that 
the breach of an alleyway is also ten cubits. The Gemara raises a 
difficulty: But in accordance with whose opinion did we state this 
a fortiori inference? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Huna. But doesn’t Rav Huna himself hold that the breach of an 
alleyway is four handbreadths. 


The Gemara answers: Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, did not 
come to explain Rav Huna’s position. Rather, he stated his own 
view, and he does not accept Rav Huna’s opinion with regard to the 
law of a breach in an alleyway. 


Rav Ashi went further than Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, and 

said: Even if you say that the law with regard to a side post protrud- 
ing four cubits into the alleyway applies in the case of an alleyway 
that is exactly eight cubits wide," in that it too does not require an 

additional side post. Whichever way you look at it, you are forced 

to arrive at this conclusion: If you say that the standing segment is 

greater, then the alleyway is permitted, because its standing seg- 
ment is greater than the breached segment; and if you say that the 

breached segment is greater, then the protrusion is deemed a side 

post, as its width must be less than four cubits. 


What might you say that would require an additional side post? 
Would you suggest that there is yet another possibility, that the two 
are exactly equal, the standing portion and the breach?" This is an 
uncertainty with regard to rabbinic law, as carrying in an alleyway 
is forbidden only by rabbinic law, and the principle is that where 
there is an uncertainty with regard to a rabbinic law, one may as- 
sume the lenient position, as opposed to an uncertainty arising with 
respect to a Torah law, where one assumes the stringent position. 


The Gemara considers a new case: Rav Hanin bar Rava said that 
Rav said: With regard to an alleyway that was breached, 


if it was breached from its side," the side wall of the alleyway, car- 
rying within the alleyway is prohibited if the breach is ten cubits 
wide. But if it was breached from its front," the wall that faces the 
public domain, carrying within the alleyway is prohibited even if 
the breach is only four handbreadths wide. 


The Gemara poses a question: What is the difference such that 
carrying is prohibited due to a breach from the side only if the 
breach is ten cubits? This is because you say that up to ten cubits it 
is deemed an entrance. If the breach is in the front, let us also say 
it is an entrance, and carrying should be permitted if the breach is 
less than ten cubits. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: We are dealing with a case 
where the breach is in a corner.’ Since people do not make an 
entrance in a corner, a breach of this kind cannot be viewed as an 
entrance, and if the breach is larger than four handbreadths it must 
be sealed. 


NOTES 


Breached from its front — iw y9): Various opinions were 
offered with regard to the phrase: Breached from its front. Some 
commentaries explained this as a case where the side wall of 
the alleyway was breached at the end that opens out into 
the public domain. Therefore, there was nothing left of the 
entrance to the alleyway (cited by the Meiri). Other authorities 


taught that the above phrase means that the end wall of the 
alleyway was breached (Rema). Rabbeinu Hananel interpreted 
the phrase in the latter manner as well, and even had a variant 
reading that supports this interpretation. The Meiri also pre- 
ferred this opinion, and the wording of the Jerusalem Talmud 
supports it as well. 
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Rav Huna disagreed with Rav Hanin bar Rava and said: There is no 
distinction between the side and the front, for in both this case and 
that, a breach of up to four handbreadths is allowed. And so Rav 
Huna said to Rav Hanan bar Rava: Do not dispute me, as Rav 
himself arrived at a place called Damharya and performed an ac- 
tion, i.e, issued a practical ruling, in accordance with my opinion. 
Rav Hanan bar Rava said in response to him: No proof can be 
brought from that incident, for in that case Rav found an unguarded 
valley" and fenced it in, i.e., , Rav saw the need to add a safeguard 
and was therefore stringent in this case. His ruling, however, was not 
generally applied. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Rav Huna’s opinion stands to 
reason, as it was stated that the amora’im disagree about the follow- 
ing issue: With regard to a crooked, L-shaped alleyway"*" that opens 
onto the public domain at both ends, Rav said: Its law is like that of 
an alleyway that is open on two opposite sides, and it must be treat- 
ed in a manner suitable for such an alleyway, i.e., an opening in the 
form ofa doorway must be constructed at both ends, or else such an 
opening must be constructed at the point where the two arms of the 
alleyway meet and a side post or a cross beam must be placed at each 
end. And Shmuel said: Its law is like that of an alleyway that is 
closed on one side, and all that is necessary is a side post or a cross 
beam at each end." 


The Gemara clarifies the particular circumstances of the case: With 
what are we dealing? If you say that the width of the alleyway at the 
point of the turn is more than ten cubits wide, in this case, would 
Shmuel say that its law is like that of an alleyway that is closed on 
one side? With an opening of that size, it must be considered like an 
alleyway that is open on both ends. 


Rather, are we not dealing with a case where the width of the al- 
leyway at the point of the turn is ten cubits or less, and Rav nonethe- 
less said that the law of such an alleyway is like that of an alleyway 
that is open on both ends. Apparently, a breach in the side wall of 
an alleyway renders it prohibited to carry even if it is only four 
handbreadths wide, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna. 


And Rav Hanan bar Rava argues that the cases cannot be compared: 
It is different there, in the case of the L-shaped alleyway, for many 
people cross through the opening from one arm to the other. Since 
in practice the alleyway is open to regular traffic, the ruling is strin- 
gent even with regard to a small breach. 


The Gemara asks: Can it be inferred from this that Rav Huna holds 
that even if many people do not cross through the opening, a 
breach of four handbreadths still prohibits carrying? What is the 
difference between this case and the case of the ruling of Rabbi Ami 
and Rabbi Asi cited earlier, that an upright board of four hand- 
breadths suffices in order to allow a breach of up to ten cubits? 


NOTES 


Rav found an unguarded valley — x12 nypa 27: That is to say, 
the residents of that community were ignorant of Torah and 
did not know enough to be meticulous in their observance. 
Therefore, they are compared to an unguarded valley that is 


open to all. 


A crooked alleyway — mpy 1213: Most commentaries and 
halakhic authorities understood the law of a crooked alleyway 
according to Rashi’s interpretation: The Gemara’s discussion 
concerns an L-shaped alleyway that opens into two different 
public domains. Nevertheless, other explanations have been 
suggested. Some commentaries explain that it refers to an al- 
leyway shaped like the letter U, with a middle segment and two 
ends that open into the same public domain. An alternative 
opinion is that it is shaped like the letter V with only one turn, 
in which both ends opening into the same public domain. Still 
other authorities state that it refers to an alleyway open on 


only one end to the public domain, but out of its side there 
is another, smaller alleyway that opens into a different public 
domain (Meiri). 


The law of a crooked alleyway - Dipy ia pt: The dispute 
between Rav and Shmuel also appears in the Jerusalem Talmud, 
where Rabbi Yohanan's opinion aligns with that of Rav, while 
Reish Lakish's opinion aligns with that of Shmuel. The wording 
of the Jerusalem Talmud suggests that according to Reish Lakish, 
the inhabitants of each of the two segments of the alleyway can 
only carry in their own section, from the entrance to the point 
where the alleyway turns. Therefore, the inhabitants of the two 
sections are considered residents of two adjacent alleyways. 
Rabbi Yohanan maintains that since the inhabitants of the two 
sections of the alleyway share a common area, they are all pro- 
hibited from carrying until the middle section of the alleyway 
is set up in the required manner. 


HALAKHA 

A crooked, L-shaped alleyway - py +213: An L-shaped al- 
leyway is treated like an alleyway that is open at both ends. 
Therefore, it requires an opening in the form of a doorway at 
the point of the turn, as well as a side post or a cross beam 
at its entrances. Alternatively, it requires a side post or cross 
beam at the point of turn, as well as an opening in the form 
of a doorway at its entrances. This ruling is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav, because his opinion, as opposed to 
that of Shmuel, is accepted in matters of ritual law (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 364:3). 


BACKGROUND 
A crooked alleyway - nxpy ‘1272: 


i 
i 


Crooked alleyway, formed by a closed alleyway with a another alleyway 
which opens to the public domain on its side (Meiri) 


i ——_ i, 1 j 
mr 


Pulk domn 


Crooked, V-shaped alleyway that makes one turn, with both ends facing the 
same public domain (Metri) 
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NOTES 


One cannot render a public domain fit for carrying by means 
of an eiruv — DATA MW pawn py: Some of the geonim un- 
derstand that even according to the Gemara's conclusion, 
there is no way whatsoever to establish a public domain fit 
for carrying. Rabbi Yohanan’s statement does not mean that 
Jerusalem became a private domain through the locking of its 
doors. Rather, due to its doors, it was no longer considered a 
full-fledged public domain (Meiri), 


HALAKHA 


Locked doors - niy ninds: A public domain can be ren- 
dered fit for carrying only via doors that are locked at night, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 364:2). 


LANGUAGE 
City entrances [abbulei] - bax: Rav Binyamin Mosafya and 
others explain that this term comes from the Greek éuBodo<, 
embolos, meaning a portico or a stopper. It is likely, however, 
that its root is the Syrian abula, and it is possibly related to the 
Hebrew uval, meaning stream (see Daniel 8:2). 
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The Gemara answers: There, there are remnants of a wall that 
render it difficult to pass through the breach, and therefore that 
breach does not annul the partitions. However, here, there are 
no remnants of a wall. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: How does one render a public 
thoroughfare fit for carrying by means of an eiruv? He constructs 
an opening in the form of a doorway from here, on one side of 
the thoroughfare, and a side post or a cross beam from here, on 
the other side. Hananya disagrees and says: This is the subject of 
an early dispute between tanna’im, for Beit Shammai say: He 
constructs a door from here, on one side, and a door from here, 
on the other side, and when he exits and enters, he must lock 
the door. It is not sufficient to construct a symbolic door; rather, 
there must be a door that actually closes. And Beit Hillel say: He 
constructs a door from here, on one side, and a side post or a 
cross beam from here, on the other side. 


The Gemara raises a fundamental question: Can a public domain 
be rendered fit for carrying by means of an eiruv? Wasn’t it 
taught in a baraita: Furthermore, Rabbi Yehuda said: 


One who has two houses opposite each other on the two sides 

of the public domain, and he wishes to carry from one house to 

the other on Shabbat via the public domain, he may place a side 

post from here, on one side of one of the houses, and an addi- 
tional side post from here, on the other side. Alternatively, he 

may place a cross beam from here, from one end of one house, 
and an additional cross beam from here, from the other side of 
the house, and then he may carry objects and place them in the 

area between them, for in this manner he turns the middle area 

into a private domain. The Rabbis said to him: One cannot ren- 
der a public domain fit for carrying by means of an eiruv" in this 

manner. Apparently, there is no way to establish an absolute 

public domain fit for carrying by means of an eiruv. 


The Gemara questions its previous conclusion: And if you say that 
it is only in this manner, by way of a side post or a cross beam, 
that a public domain cannot be rendered fit for carrying, but by 
means of doors it can be rendered fit for carrying. But this is not 
true, as didn’t Rabba bar bar Hana say that Rabbi Yohanan said: 
With regard to Jerusalem, were it not for the fact that its doors 
are locked at night, one would be liable for carrying in it on 
Shabbat, because its thoroughfares are regarded as a public 
domain?" This shows that the presence ofa door is not sufficient 
to render it permitted to carry in a public domain; rather, the door 
must actually be locked. 


And similarly, Ulla stated: With regard to the city entrances [ab- 
bulei]t of Mehoza, which meet the criteria for a public domain, 
were it not for the fact that their doors are locked, one would 
be liable for carrying in them, because they are regarded as a 
public domain. Apparently, without the actual locking of doors 
it is impossible to establish a public domain fit for carrying by 
means of the symbolic partitions of a side post or a cross beam. If 
so, how can the Sages in the baraita argue about how to establish 
a public domain fit for carrying? 
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Rather, Rav Yehuda said: The wording of the baraita must be emend- 
ed so that this is what it says: How does one render alleyways that 
are not themselves public domains but are open"® on two opposite 
sides into the public domain fit for carrying by means of an eiruv?" 
He constructs an opening in the form of a doorway from here, on 
one side of the alleyway, and a side post or a cross beam from here, 
on the other side. 


It was stated that the amora’im differed on how the halakha is to be 
decided with regard to this issue. Rav said: The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the anonymous first tanna of the baraita, 
and it is sufficient to have the form of a doorway on one side and a 
side post or cross beam on the other side in order to render it permit- 
ted to carry in an alleyway that is open on two opposite sides to the 
public domain. And Shmuel says: The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Hananya, following the position of Beit Hillel, who 
also require a door on one side. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages concerning the position of 
Beit Hillel: According to Hananya, in accordance with the opinion 
of Beit Hillel, must this door be locked or need it not be locked? 
Come and hear a proof from that which Rav Yehuda said that Shmu- 
el said, who, as mentioned earlier, rules in accordance with Beit Hil- 
lel: The door need not be locked. And similarly, Rav Mattana said 
that Shmuel said: The door need not be locked. Some say that Rav 
Mattana said: A case involving this very issue happened to me, and 
Shmuel said to me: The door need not be locked. 


HALAKHA 


Alleyways that are open — pozan Nixian: It is permitted to carryin one end, and a side post or a cross beam is placed at the other end. This 
an alleyway that is open at two opposite sides into the public domainor ruling is in accordance with the view of Rav, as his opinion is accepted 
into a karmelit if an entrance in the form of a doorway is constructedat in matters of ritual law (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 364:1). 


BACKGROUND 


Alleyways that are open — peann Dixian: According to Tosafot,an Alternatively an open alleyway may not be considered a public domain, 
open alleyway is considered a full-fledged public domain, because the in the case where the public domain does not pass through the alley- 


length of the public domain runs through the alleyway. 


Open alleyway with a public domain passing through it 


way. Rather, two public domains pass by the alleyway’s entrances. 


Open alleyway with public domains passing by its entrances 


NOTES 


Open alleyways — ponon DÄixian: According to Rashi, since an al- 


if the public regularly passes through it. Tosafot differentiate between 


leyway does not have the requisite width of a public domain, i.e a various types of alleyways, because they do not accept Rashi's position 
minimum of sixteen cubits, it is always considered an alleyway, even on this matter. 
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Doors that are fit to be locked - bah NNK mind: Some 
authorities state that the doors of a city that is considered public 
domain need not be locked, so long as it is possible to lock the 
doors, as in that case it is considered as if they are actually locked. 
This is in accordance with the Gemara's understanding of Rav 
Nahman's position (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 364:2). 


The alleyway in Neharde' a- Ny ‘a7: neces to Rashi, 
the two ends of the alleyway of Neharde’a did not open into two 
different public domains, in contrast to other crooked alleyways. 
Rather, the alleyway was shaped like the letter U, with both ends 
opening into the same public domain. According to Tosafot, the 
alleyway in Neharde’a was both an open anda crooked alleyway. 


Alleyway in Neharde’a according to Tosafot 
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They raised a dilemma before Rav Anan with regard to this issue: 
Need the door be locked or need it not be locked? He said 
to them: Come and see these city entrances of Neharde’a that 
open on two opposite sides into the public domain, the gateways 
of which were filled up halfway with earth, so that the doors 
themselves could not possibly be locked. Mar Shmuel regularly 
goes in and out through them, but has never said anything to 
the people of Neharde’a about them. This shows that it is not 
necessary for the doors to be locked. 


Rav Kahana rejected this proof and said: Those doors in 
Neharde’a were partially blocked, and therefore there was no need 
to lock them, but in general, the door of an alleyway that opens on 
both sides into the public domain must be locked. 


The Gemara relates that when Rav Nahman came to Neharde’a, 
he said: Clear away the earth, so that the doors can be locked. 
The Gemara attempts to understand Rav Nahman’s instruction: 
Let us say that Rav Nahman holds that the door of an alleyway 
that is open on two opposite sides must be locked. The Gemara 
explains: No, this is not proof. In order for carrying to be permit- 
ted in such an alleyway, it is enough that the doors be fit to be 
locked," even if they are not actually locked. 


The Gemara describes a certain crooked, L-shaped alleyway that 

was in Neharde’a,“’ upon which they imposed the stringency of 
Rav and the stringency of Shmuel,’ and required it to have 

doors. The Gemara attempts to understand this ruling: The strin- 
gency of Rav, namely, that which he said, that an L-shaped al- 
leyway is regarded like an alleyway that is open on two opposite 

sides. But this is difficult, for didn’t Rav say that the law follows 

the anonymous first tanna of the baraita, who says that even an 

open alleyway itself does not require doors, and that an opening 
in the form ofa doorway suffices? 


The Gemara answers: They required doors in accordance with 
the opinion of Shmuel, who said that the halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Hananya. But this too is difficult, for 
if the doors were required in accordance with Shmuel’s opinion, 
didn’t Shmuel say that an L-shaped alleyway is regarded like an 
alleyway that is closed on one side, which does not need any doors 
at all? The Gemara explains: The doors were required in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rav, who said that an L-shaped alley- 
way is regarded like an alleyway that is open on two opposite 
sides. Therefore, they adopted the stringencies of both Rav and 
Shmuel: Rav’s stringency that an L-shaped alleyway is deemed an 
open alleyway, and Shmuel’s stringency that an open alleyway 
requires a door. 


A crooked alleyway that was in Neharde’a - 177 Dapy rian 
xy7T123: According to Rashi, this crooked alleyway was in 
the shape of the letter U, with both its ends facing the same 
public domain. Rashi found it necessary to explain it in this 


manner because the Gemara states that doors were required, 


implying two doors. Josafot disagree and say that an alleyway 
of this kind would be considered closed even according to 
Rav. Rather, the alleyway in Neharde’a actually required only 
one door, in accordance with Rabbeinu Hananel's text of the 
Gemara. Therefore, Josafot suggest a crooked alleyway of a 


different shape, i.e., one that is also an open alleyway, with 
regard to which all agree that two doors are required (see 
illustrations in the Background notes). 


In accordance with Rav and Shmuel - Dga ap: Rif ex- 
plains that the inhabitants of Neharde’a ruled in accordance 
with Rav, as the law follows him. However, since Neharde’a 
was Shmuel's place of residence, they did not want to dismiss 
his words entirely, so they acted stringently in accordance 
with his opinion as well. 
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The Gemara poses a question: But do we adopt the respective 
stringencies of two authorities who disagree on a series of issues? 
Wasn't it taught in a baraita: The halakha is always in accordance with 
the opinion of Beit Hillel, but one who wishes to act in accordance 
with the opinion of Beit Shammai may do so, and one who wishes to 
act in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel may do so. If he 
wishes to adopt both the leniencies of Beit Shammai and also the le- 
niencies of Beit Hillel, he is a wicked person. And ifhe wishes to adopt 
both the stringencies of Beit Shammai and also the stringencies of 
Beit Hillel, with regard to him the verse states: “The fool walks in 
darkness” (Ecclesiastes 2:14)." Rather, he should act either in accor- 
dance with Beit Shammai, following both their leniencies and their 
stringencies, or in accordance with Beit Hillel, following both their 
leniencies and their stringencies. 


The Gemara first raises a problem concerning the wording of the barai- 
ta: The baraita is itself difficult to understand, because it contains an 

internal contradiction between its clauses: You first said that the ha- 
lakha is always in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, and then 

you reversed that and said that one who wishes to act in accordance 

with the view of Beit Shammai may do so. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. Here, the baraita’s statement 
that a person may act as he wishes was made before the Divine Voice 
emerged and announced that the halakha is always in accordance with 
Beit Hillel; and here, the statement that the halakha is always in accor- 
dance with Beit Hillel was made after the Divine Voice issued this 
ruling. 


And if you wish, say a different answer: Both this statement and 
that statement were made after the Divine Voice announced that the 
halakha is in accordance with Beit Hillel, 


and the latter statement is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua, who does not pay attention to a Divine Voice" that at- 
tempts to intervene in matters of halakha, for according to him, the 
dispute between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel has not yet been decided. 


The Gemara suggests yet another resolution: And if you wish, say in- 
stead that this is what the baraita is saying: Wherever you find two 
tanna’im or two amora’im who disagree with each other in the man- 
ner of the disputes between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel, one 
should not act either in accordance with the leniency of the one 
Master and in accordance with the leniency of the other Master, nor 
should one act in accordance with the stringency of the one Master 
and in accordance with the stringency of the other Master. Rather, 
one should act either in accordance with both the leniencies and 
the stringencies of the one Master, or in accordance with both the 
leniencies and the stringencies of the other Master. 


All of this is suggested to explain the wording of the baraita. In any case, 
it is difficult to explain the law with regard to the alleyway in Neharde’a, 
concerning which they simultaneously adopted the stringencies of both 
Rav and Shmuel. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: In fact, they acted entirely in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rav, and the reason that they required doors 

and did not rely on the opening in the form of a doorway alone is due 

to that which Rav Huna said that Rav said: This is the halakha; how- 
ever, a public ruling is not issued to that effect ab initio. Although Rav 
maintains that an opening in the form of a doorway is sufficient in an 

open alleyway, a public ruling is not issued to that effect; rather, the 

ruling is stringent, in accordance with Hananya’s position, and requires 

doors. 


NOTES 
The fool walks in darkness — bin una Dipan: In 
tractate Rosh HaShana, Tosafot explain that this phrase 
refers not only to one who is uncertain about the law 
and is stringent due to the uncertainty, but also to one 
who is knowledgeable about the law yet wishes to 
add stringencies. 


NOTES 

Who does not pay attention to a Divine Voice - KoT 
bip naa MW: As related in tractate Bava Metzia, even 
when a Divine Voice announced that the halakha was 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, Rabbi 
Yehoshua refused to listen to it. Furthermore, he de- 
clared that the Torah is not in Heaven and that halakhic 
decisions reside in the hands of an earthly court. 
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HALAKHA 


An incomplete spine with regard to impurity - 711 
TRAW pyh mpnw: If the spine of a corpse is missing 
one vertebra, or if a skull is missing a piece the size of a 
large coin [sela], they no longer impart ritual impurity via 
a tent. Rather, they impart impurity like ordinary bones, in 
accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam Sefer 
Taharot, Hilkhot Tumat Met 2:8). 


An incomplete spine in a sick animal [tereifa] - nyme 
Mipqwa mpy: If the spine of a large animal is missing 
one vertebra while the rest of the spinal cord is intact, or 
if its skull is missing a piece the size of a large coin [sela], 
the animal is considered a sick animal [tereifa] and is unfit 
to eat (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 30:2, 54:4). 


NOTES 


An incomplete spine or skull — mhian mwa pion: A 
corpse imparts ritual impurity through contact, by being 
carried, and via a tent over a corpse. However, not all 
parts of a corpse impart impurity in every one of these 
three ways. A single bone from a dead body does not 
impart ritual impurity via a tent over the corpse. On the 
other hand, bones that constitute a significant part of a 
corpse, e.g., a majority of the bone count or a majority 
of the frame, do impart ritual impurity in this manner. As 
such, a spine and a skull impart ritual impurity via a tent, 
provided the spine and skull are whole. If they are miss- 
ing a portion that would cause death in a living person, 
then the spine or skull no longer fulfills its function. Their 
importance is annulled and therefore they do not transmit 
impurity via a tent. 


Two tithes — pwy W: The Meiri quotes the early com- 
mentaries, who ask how it is possible to be stringent 
based on an uncertainty and separate two tithes without 
creating a series of other problems, such as separating too 
much or too little. In the Jerusalem Talmud it is explained 
hat Rabbi Akiva first separated the second tithe condi- 
ionally, then redeemed it and gave it to the poor. If the 
ithe was indeed the second tithe, then he had separated 
and redeemed it properly. If it was not the second tithe, 
hen all he had accomplished was to give charity to the 
poor. He then took the money upon which he redeemed 
he second tithe to Jerusalem and used it to buy food, in 
accordance with the law of second tithe. 
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The Gemara asks: And according to the statement of Rav Adda bar 
Ahava that Rav said, as Rav Adda bar Ahava said that Rav said with 
regard to the same issue: This is the halakha and a public ruling is 
issued to that effect, what can be said? Why did the residents of 
Neharde’a adopt the stringencies of the two authorities? 


Rav Sheizvi said: The principle of dictating when we do not act in 
accordance with the stringencies of two authorities applies only in 
a case where the two stringencies contradict one another. In these 
types of cases, following both stringencies would result in an internal 
contradiction. 


The Gemara illustrates this principle with an example from the laws 
governing the spine and skull. As we learned in a mishna: The spine 
and the skull of a corpse that are incomplete do not impart ritual 
impurity" via a tent as a corpse would; rather, they impart impurity 
only through contact or if they are carried as individual bones." This 
basic law was unanimously accepted, but the details were the subject 
of dispute: How much is considered a deficiency in the spine for this 
purpose? Beit Shammai say: If it is missing two vertebrae, and Beit 
Hillel say: Even if it is missing only one vertebra. And similarly, they 
argued over the deficiency in the skull: Beit Shammai say: It must 
be missing piece the size of a drill hole, and Beit Hillel say: It must 
be missing an amount that, when removed from a living person, 
would cause him to die, which is a larger amount. 


And Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: Beit Shammai and Beit Hil- 
lel argued likewise with respect to a tereifa, a kosher animal suffering 
from a wound or illness that will cause it to die within twelve months, 
and which is prohibited to be eaten even after the required ritual 
slaughter. Beit Shammai say that an animal is regarded as a tereifa if it 
is missing two vertebrae, while Beit Hillel hold that it is a tereifa if it 
lacks even one." In such a situation, a person must not be stringent 
with regard to the halakhot of tereifa in accordance with the view of 
Beit Hillel, and at the same time be stringent with regard to the hala- 
khot of ritual impurity ofa corpse in accordance with the view of Beit 
Shammai, for the two disputes relate to the same issue, and one must 
not act in accordance with two contradictory opinions. 


Rav Sheizvi continues: However, in a case where the two stringencies 
do not contradict one another, we may indeed act in accordance 
with the stringencies of two authorities. Therefore, the stringencies 
adopted in the case of the alleyway in Neharde’a were legitimate, for 
the two stringencies related to two separate issues: Rav’s stringency 
was that an L-shaped alleyway is regarded like an open alleyway, and 
Shmuel’s stringency was that an open alleyway requires a door. 


The Gemara challenges Rav Sheizvi’s assertion: Is it true that we do 

not act in accordance with the stringencies of two authorities in a case 

where the two stringencies contradict one another? Rav Mesharshi- 
ya raised an objection from a baraita: There was an incident involv- 
ing Rabbi Akiva, who gathered the fruit of a citron tree on the first 

of the month of Shevat and applied the laws of two tithes" to it. 
After teruma and the first tithe have been separated, an additional tithe 

is separated from what is left. During the first, second, fourth, and fifth 

years of the Sabbatical cycle, second tithe is set aside to be taken to 

Jerusalem and eaten there by its owner, while during the third and 

sixth years, poor man’s tithe is set aside to be distributed to the needy. 
When tithing the fruit picked on the first of Shevat, Rabbi Akiva set 

aside both additional tithes, second tithe and poor man’s tithe: He set 

aside one in accordance with the statement of Beit Shammai, who 

say that the new year for trees begins on the first of Shevat, and as that 

day belongs to the new year, a tithe must be set aside in accordance 

with the law of that year; and he set aside one in accordance with the 

statement of Beit Hillel, that the new year for trees is the fifteenth of 
Shevat, and any fruit picked prior to that date must be tithed in ac- 
cordance with the law of the previous year. Apparently, Rabbi Akiva 

adopted for himself two contradictory stringencies. 
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The Gemara answers: Rabbi Akiva did not act in this way in order 
to be stringent in accordance with both opinions, but because he 
was in doubt with regard to his tradition and did not know 
whether Beit Hillel said the New Year for trees falls on the first 
of Shevat or on the fifteenth of Shevat, and therefore he acted 
stringently here and stringently there. 


The Gemara resumes its discussion of alleyways that are open 
on two opposite sides. Rav Yosef sat before Rav Huna, and he 
sat and said: Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: The dispute be- 
tween the anonymous first tanna of the baraita and Hananya re- 
fers to a case where there is a main street [seratya]"' from here, 
on one side of the alleyway, and a main street from here, on the 
other side. Alternatively, it refers to a case where there is a plaza 
[pelatya]' from here, on one side of the alleyway, and a plaza 
from here, on the other side. 


But if there is a main street from here, on one side, and a valley 
from here, on the other side, a valley being a karmelit, which is 
neither a public domain nor a private domain, in which carrying 
is prohibited on Shabbat by rabbinic decree, or if there is a valley 
from here, on one side, and a valley from here, on the other side, 
one constructs an opening in the form of a doorway from here, 
on one side of the alleyway, and places a side post or across beam 
from here, on the other side. One is thereby permitted to carry 
in the alleyway even according to the opinion of Hananya." 


The Gemara raises a question about this ruling: Now, if you say 
that where there is a main street from here, on one side of the 
alleyway, and a valley from here, on the other side, it is sufficient 
to construct an opening in the form of a doorway from here, on 
one side, and a side post or a cross beam from here, on the 
other side, was it necessary to state that these are sufficient if there 
is a valley from here, on one side of the alleyway, and a valley 
from here, on the other side? 


The Gemara answers: This is what he intended to say: If there is 
a main street from here, on one side, and a valley from here, on 
the other side, it is considered as if there were a valley from here, 
on one side, and a valley from here, on the other side. 


The Gemara continues: And when Rav Yosef reported this ruling, 
he concluded with a statement in the name of Rav Yehuda him- 
self, without attributing it to one of Rav Yehuda’s teachers: If the 
alleyway terminated in a backyard,’ i.e., a closed-off area behind 
a group of houses, then even if there is a breach in the wall be- 
tween the yard and the public domain beyond it, nothing is 
needed on this side of the alleyway, as it is considered closed. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: This ruling of Rav Yehuda is a ruling of 
his teacher Shmuel, and not of his other teacher, Rav. 


If the alleyway terminated in a backyard - nanya mop jan: 
The image shows an alleyway that is open to a public domain at 
one end and terminates in a yard behind two houses. Each house 
has a front courtyard as well, where most domestic functions are 
performed, although the backyard is also utilized. The backyard 
itself opens on its other side into the public domain. 


BACKGROUND 


Alleyway that terminates in a backyard 


NOTES 


The dispute refers to a case where there is a main street, 
etc. = 13) XUDI npma: One might ask: What innova- 


ive idea was Rav teaching wi 


cient to render it permitted 
hat is open on two opposi 


However, in the case of an al 


h this statement? He already 


stated that an opening in the form of a doorway is suffi- 


o carry even in an alleyway 
e sides. One answer is that 


he is in fact expressing a new idea. Previously, Rav ruled 
with regard to an alleyway open at both ends: This is the 
halakha, but a public ruling is not issued to that effect. 


eyway that terminates in an 


open valley, even Rav agrees that this is the halakha, and 
a public ruling is issued to that effect (Rashba). 


LANG 


UAGE 


Main street [seratya] - XWW: From the Greek otpatóç, 


stratos, army, strata in Latin, 
road. 


meaning a street or a public 


Plaza [pelatya] - Kuba: From the Greek matsia, plateia, 
meaning plaza, large street, or city square. 


HALAKHA 


An open alleyway — von 


sia: If an alleyway is open 


on two opposite ends, whether they both open into a 


public domain or whether 


one side opens to a public 


domain and the other to a karmelit, or even if both sides 
open to a karmelit (Rema; Beit Yosef, based on Rambam), 
itis permitted to carry in the alleyway if an opening in the 
form of a doorway is constructed at one end and a side 
post or a cross beam is placed at the other end (Shu/han 


Arukh, Orah Hayyim 364:1). 


ITX 
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NOTES 


A difficulty in two ways - 'mq03... xp: There is 
a variant text that does not include the phrase: In 
wo. This version of the text is more suitable to the 
discussion, as the Gemara doesn't explicate two dif- 
ficulties but only one, and this is not in keeping with 
he style of the Gemara. Some commentaries explain 
he version that reads in two, not as a reference to 
wo difficulties, but to two aspects of the case that 
are difficult. The question is whether it is prohibited 
due to the fact that it is an open alleyway or due to 
he fact that it opens into a domain that prohibits 
carrying within it (Korban Netanel). 


Now that Rav Sheshet said to Rav Shmuel bar 
Abba - wax a yyw ab new a1 tae Kawa: 
According to one opinion in Tosafot, Rav Sheshet’s 
distinction does not refer to the statement of Rav 
Yirmeya bar Abba, but to that of Rav Yosef. Therefore, 
the distinction would be between a case where the 
breached alleyway opens into a backyard that is 
joined by an eiruv, and a case where the backyard is 
not joined by an eiruv (Ritva). 


Here, where the residents established an eiruv 
together — 1 Pyw jxD: Some commentaries offer an 
explanation that is directly opposed to that of Rashi: 
If the residents join the courtyard and the alleyway 
with an eiruv, the two areas are considered a single 
domain because the residents may carry within the 
alleyway. However, if it is an open alleyway, it is open 
o a public domain on two opposite sides, and it is 
prohibited to carry within it. If the residents of the 
courtyard did not establish an eiruv with the residents 
of the alleyway, the residents of the courtyard are 
orbidden to carry within the alleyway, because the 
wo areas are considered separate domains. Conse- 
quently, carrying in the alleyway is not prohibited on 
heir account (Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi). 


There, where the residents did not establish an 
eiruv together — 13X sow 1X3: According to Rashi, 
he owners of the backyard are always considered 
people who established an eiruv, for the yard itself 
has no residents. Consequently, the backyard does 
not render prohibited carrying within the alleyway 
due to its residents. However, according to the 
Ra’avad, as well as one opinion in Tosafot, the discus- 
sion refers to a backyard that has residents, and it is 
only permitted if the residents that use the backyard 
establish an eiruv with the residents of the alleyway. 


HALAKHA 


An alleyway that was breached into a court- 
yard — ayn ya ian: When an alleyway is 
breached along the entire length of its back wall, 
where it opens into a courtyard, and the facing wall 
of the courtyard is breached into the public domain, 
the residents of the alleyway are permitted to carry 
within the alleyway, so long as they established an 
eiruv together with the residents of the courtyard. 
If they failed to do so, carrying is permitted in the 
courtyard but prohibited in the alleyway, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rav, as explained by Rav 
Sheshet (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 365:3). 
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For if it is a ruling of Rav, the apparent contradiction between one state- 
ment of Rav and another statement of Rav poses a difficulty in two 
ways." The first is with regard to the fact that this alleyway opens into the 
public domain on two opposite sides, and the second is based on that 
which Rav Yirmeya bar Abba said that Rav said: If an alleyway was 
breached along the entire length? of its back wall into a courtyard, and 
likewise the courtyard was breached opposite it into the public domain, 
it is permitted to carry in the courtyard, and it is prohibited to carry in 
the alleyway," since this alleyway is now open on two opposite sides to 
the public domain. Why should this be the ruling? In this case, let it be 
like an alleyway that terminates in a backyard, where Rav Yehuda ruled 
that nothing further is needed to permit carrying. 


Rav Yosef said to Abaye: I do not know in accordance with which of his 
teachers Rav Yehuda issued this ruling. All I know is that there was an 
incident in a shepherds’ village where an alleyway terminated in a 
backyard, and the matter came before Rav Yehuda for a ruling, and he 
did not require anything to render it permitted to carry in the alleyway. 
And if, as you say, it is difficult if we say that he issued his ruling in the 
name of Ray, let it be suggested that he issued it in the name of his 
other teacher, Shmuel, and then there will be no difficulty. 


The Gemara comments: Now that Rav Sheshet said to Rav Shmuel bar 
Abba," and some say that he said to Rav Yosef bar Abba: I will explain 
to you Rav’s statement with regard to an alleyway that was breached along 
the entire length of its back wall into a courtyard. One must make a dis- 
tinction based on the nature of the case: Here it is referring to a case 
where the residents of the courtyard established an eiruv together.’ In 
that case, Rav permits carrying in the alleyway and is not concerned with 
the breach into the courtyard, as the courtyard and the alleyway are 
treated as a single domain. There it is referring to a case where the resi- 
dents did not establish an eiruv together.’ In that case, Rav prohibits 
carrying in the alleyway, because the alleyway now has new residents, i.e., 
the residents of the courtyard, who did not participate in the eiruv, and 
they prevent the residents of the alleyway from carrying. 


Consequently, it can be said that Rav Yehuda’s statement with regard to 

an alleyway that terminates in a backyard is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rav, as the apparent contradiction between one statement of Rav 
and another statement of Rav also poses no difficulty. Here, where Rav 
Yehuda permits carrying in an alleyway that terminates in a backyard, he 

is referring to a case where the residents of the courtyard and the resi- 
dents of the alleyway established a joint eiruv, whereas here, where Rav 
prohibits carrying in an alleyway that was breached along the entire length 

of its back wall into a courtyard, he is referring to a case where the resi- 
dents of the courtyard and the residents of the alleyway did not establish 

a joint eiruv. 


If an alleyway was breached along the entire length - y153v "1212 
ixtbna: The discussion concerns an alleyway that was breached 
along the entire length of its back wall, where it opened into a 
courtyard, and the courtyard was breached on the facing side into 


the public domain. 


BACKGROUND 


Alleyway breached along the length of its back wall 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek I 
Daf8 Amuda 


Mpya poyax poor ONAY 
os ray xdw par rapyy pa 
‘ayy nwa ope DIFERI 

27yb xna 


ynan ngwa yha ayy xdwa 
DI TY 


ONT ADP aya bap -12493 
yyy) Tw Kby: ww “a apia 
- 7am pyb To ‘bas am 

DX 


Tam peo moet 97 731 7N 
7323 xy m Kby nax xb, mn 


SDK- AS mt bays mt 


And with regard to what first entered our minds, that Rav and 
Shmuel disagree both in the case where the residents of the al- 
leyway and the residents of the yard established an eiruv together, 
as well as in the case where they did not establish an eiruv to- 
gether, explanation is necessary. The Gemara seeks to explicate on 
what point they disagree in the case where they established a joint 
eiruv, and on what point they disagree in the case where they did 
not establish a joint eiruv. That is to say, what is the crux of the 
argument in these two cases? 


The Gemara explains: In the case where they did not establish a 
joint eiruv, Rav and Shmuel disagree concerning the halakha gov- 
erning an alleyway that appears closed from the outside. Outside 
the alleyway there is a wider courtyard, so that from the perspective 
of those standing in the courtyard, the breach at the end of the al- 
leyway seems like an entrance, and the alleyway appears to be closed, 
but appears to be even from the inside. From the perspective of 
those inside the alleyway, the breach is even with the walls of the 
alleyway, so that the breach does not look like an entrance, and the 
alleyway appears to be open. The dispute revolves around the ques- 
tion of whether an alleyway of this kind is considered open or 
closed. According to the authority who says that it is considered a 
closed alleyway, one is permitted to carry within an alleyway that 
terminates in a backyard in this manner. 


And in the case where they established a joint eiruv, they disagree 
about the principle stated by Rav Yosef. For Rav Yosef said: The 
allowance to carry in an alleyway that terminates in a backyard was 
only taught in a case where the alleyway terminates in the middle 
of the backyard," so that when viewed from the yard, the alleyway 
appears to be closed. But ifit terminates on one of the sides of the 
backyard,’ so that the alleyway and yard appear continuous, carry- 
ing in the alleyway is prohibited." 


Rabba took the discussion one step further and said: That which 

you say: Where the alleyway terminates in the middle of the back- 
yard, carrying is permitted, this was only stated with regard to a 

case where the breach in the back wall of the alleyway into the yard 

and the breach in the facing wall of the yard into the public domain 

are not opposite one another. But if the two breaches are opposite 

one another,’ carrying within the alleyway is prohibited." 


BACKGROUND 


Terminates on one of the sides of the backyard — "oyy mop Opposite one another — m 1333 mt: An alleyway that ends in a 
Tam: This refers to an alleyway that ends on one of the ‘sides 
of a yard, so that the wall of the alleyway and the wall of the 
backyard are continous. 


Alleyway that terminates on one side of a backyard 


backyard, such that the breach of the yard that opens into the 
public domain is directly across from the breach of the alleyway 
into the yard, forms an alleyway that is open on two opposite 
sides to a public domain. 


Alleyway open on two opposite sides to public domains 


NOTES 

Where the alleyway terminates in the middle of the 
backyard - 73m ysn? mew Kby: According to one 
opinion in Tosafot, the Sages “do not dispute Rav Yosef’s 
ruling itself. Rather, the dispute concerns the very halakha 
with regard to an alleyway that terminates in the middle 
of a backyard, whether or not it is considered an alleyway 
that is open on two opposite sides (Ritva). 


HALAKHA 


An alleyway that terminates in a backyard — mopar ian 
many: This refers to an alleyway that opens into a back- 
yard that was either surrounded by a fence for the purpose 
of residence, or whose size is no greater than two beit se'a 
(Tosafot; Rosh). Alternatively, the case involves an alleyway 
that terminates in a courtyard. If the alleyway is breached 
in the middle of the wall of the yard, from the perspective 
of one standing in the yard, it appears that these are two 
separate domains. Consequently, as long as the residents 
of the yard established an eiruv with the other residents 
whose yards are connected to the alleyway, nothing fur- 
ther is required to permit carrying in both areas. However, 
if the alleyway ends in one of the sides of the yard, such 
that the wall of the backyard is a continuation of the wall 
of the alleyway, it is all considered one long, open alleyway. 
Therefore, it is forbidden to carry in it or to establish an 
eiruv in it until itis corrected according to the requirements 
of an open alleyway (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 365:3). 


If the two breaches are opposite one another - m yna 
TRTA: It is permitted to carry in an alleyway that ends in 
the middle of a wall of a yard, when the opening of the 
yard into the public domain does not line up with the 
breach of the alleyway into the yard. If, however, the two 
breaches are opposite one another, it is forbidden to carry, 
in accordance with the statement of Rabba (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 365:3). 
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HALAKHA 
A backyard of an individual - om by mm: Permission to 
carry in an alleyway that opens into a yard is limited to a yard 
where many people reside. However, if the yard belongs to 
an individual, carrying in the alleyway is prohibited, in ac- 
cordance with the statement of Rav Mesharshiya (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 365:3). 


A refuse heap and the sea - 01715: A public refuse heap 
is not considered likely to be cleared away, and one can as- 
sume that it will remain as is. In addition, there is no concern 
that the sea might raise up sand and change the shape of 
the beach. Rema cites opinions that express concern for 
shifting sandbanks (Rosh; Tur). The basis of this dispute is 
whether the Gemara reads: We are concerned, or: We are not 
concerned (Vilna Gaon; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 365:29). 


NOTES 

One of its sides terminated in the sea - oy mbp Ty iny: 

There is a variant reading: One of its sides isthe sea, Which is 
probably the reading of Rashi’s text as well. According to this 
reading, the alleyway, in this context, has two walls running 
engthwise that are not actual walls. There is the seashore on 
one side and a refuse heap on the other, and the two ends 
of the alleyway are properly closed or have an opening in 
he form of a doorway. According to our reading, only the 
entrances to the alleyway face the sea and the refuse dump, 
but not its lengthwise walls (Rabbeinu Hananel; see Ritva). 


Terminated in the sea - o mp: The seashore does not ren- 
der the sea a private domain as it does an alleyway. Rather, 
he sea has the status of a karmelit, because the seashores 
are very long. Consequently, the sea is comparable to an 
enclosure [karpef] that was not surrounded by a fence for 
he purpose of residence. However, with regard to a specific 
segment of the alleyway, the sea bank is sufficient to render 
he alleyway closed (Geon Ya'akov). 
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Rav Mesharshiya continued this line of thought and said: That 
which you say: If the two breaches are not opposite one another, 
carrying within the alleyway is permitted, this was only stated with 
regard to the case where the backyard belongs to many people. But 
if the yard belongs to a single individual," he might sometime 
change his mind about it and build houses in that part of the yard 
that is wider than the alleyway, and then the alleyway will become 
like an alleyway that terminates on one of the sides of the back- 
yard, which is prohibited. If the owner of the yard closes off one 
side of the yard with houses, the alleyway will no longer terminate 
in the middle of the yard, but on one of its sides, in which case car- 
rying will be forbidden. Consequently, although the houses have 
not yet been built, adjustments must be made in the alleyway to 
permit carrying, so that no problems should arise in the future. 


Rav Mesharshiya adds: And from where do you say that we distin- 
guish between a backyard that belongs to many people and a 
backyard that belongs to a single individual? As Ravin bar Rav 
Adda said that Rabbi Yitzhak said: There was an incident involv- 
ing a certain alleyway, where one of its sides terminated in the 
sea and one of its sides terminated in a refuse heap," resulting 
in an alleyway closed on both sides. And the incident came before 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, so that he may rule on whether these parti- 
tions are sufficient or whether some additional construction is nec- 
essary, and he did not say anything about it, neither permission 
nor prohibition. 


The Gemara clarifies: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi did not state a ruling 
indicating a prohibition to carry in the alleyway, for partitions, i.e., 
the sea and the refuse heap, indeed stand, and the alleyway is closed 
off on both sides. However, he also did not state a ruling granting 
permission to carry in the alleyway, for we are concerned that 
perhaps the refuse heap will be removed from its present spot, 
leaving one side of the alleyway open. And, alternatively, perhaps 
the sea will raise up sand, and the sandbank will intervene between 
the end of the alleyway and the sea, so that the sea can no longer be 
considered a partition for the alleyway. 


The Gemara continues: Are we really concerned that perhaps the 
refuse heap will be removed? But didn’t we learn in a mishna: A 
refuse heap in the public domain that is ten handbreadths high, 
so that it has the status of a private domain, and there is a window 
above the pile of refuse, i.e., the window is in a house adjacent to 
the refuse heap, we may throw refuse from the window onto the 
heap on Shabbat. Carrying on Shabbat from one private domain, 
i.e., the house, to another, i.e., the refuse heap, is permitted. We are 
not concerned that someone might remove some of the refuse, thus 
lowering the heap until it is no longer a private domain, such that 
throwing refuse upon it is prohibited. This seems to present a con- 
tradiction, for in some cases we are concerned that the refuse heap 
might be removed, but in other cases we are not. 


Apparently, we distinguish between a public refuse heap and a 
private refuse heap, such that in the case of a private refuse heap 
we cannot assume that it will remain in place permanently, as it is 
likely to be emptied at some point. 


Here, too, we distinguish between a backyard belonging to many 
people, where buildings are not likely to be added, and a backyard 
belonging to a single individual, where he might consider making 
changes and add buildings. 


The case involving an alleyway opening on one side to the sea and 
on the other side to a refuse heap was brought before Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, who did not rule on the matter. The Gemara inquires: And 
the Rabbis of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s generation, what was their 
opinion with regard to this case? The fact that we are told that Rab- 
bi Yehuda HaNasi did not want to issue a ruling indicates that his 
colleagues disagreed with him. 
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Rav Yosef bar Avdimi said: It was taught in a baraita: And the 
Rabbis prohibit carrying in such an alleyway. Rav Nahman said: 
The halakha is in accordance with the statement of the Rabbis. 
There are some who state a different version of the previous state- 
ments as follows: Rav Yosef bar Avdimi said: It was taught in a 
baraita: And the Rabbis permit carrying in such an alleyway. Rav 
Nahman said: The halakha is not in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis. 


The Gemara relates: Mareimar would block off the ends of the 
alleyways of Sura, which opened to a river, with nets" to serve as 
partitions. He said: Just as we are concerned that perhaps the sea 
will raise up sand, so too, we are concerned that the river will raise 
up sand, and hence we cannot rely on its banks to serve as partitions. 


The Gemara further relates: With regard to a certain crooked L- 
shaped alleyway that was in Sura, the residents of the place rolled 
up a mat and placed it at the turn to serve as a side post to permit 
carrying within it. Rav Hisda said: This was done neither in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rav nor in accordance with that of 
Shmuel. The Gemara explains: According to Rav, who said that 
the halakha of a crooked L-shaped alleyway is like that of an al- 
leyway that is open on two opposite sides, it requires an opening 
in the form of a doorway. And even according to Shmuel, who 
said that its halakha is like that of an alleyway that is closed at one 
side, so that carrying is permitted by means of a side post, this ap- 
plies only to a case where a proper side post was erected. But with 
regard to this mat, once the wind blows upon it, it throws it over; 
it is regarded as nothing and is totally ineffective. 


The Gemara comments: But ifa peg was inserted into the mat, and 
thus the mat was properly attached to the wall, it is considered 
attached and serves as an effective side post. 


The Gemara examines Rav Yirmeya bar Abba’s statement cited in 
the course of the previous discussion. As to the matter itself, Rav 
Yirmeya bar Abba said that Rav said: An alleyway that was 
breached along the entire length ofits back wall into a courtyard, 
and likewise the courtyard was breached on its opposite side into 
the public domain, the courtyard is permitted for carrying, and 
the alleyway is prohibited for carrying. 


Rabba bar Ulla said to Rav Beivai bar Abaye: My Master, is this 
case not the same as our Mishna? A smaller courtyard that was 
breached along the entire length of one of its walls into a larger 
courtyard,” the larger one is permitted for carrying, and the small- 
er one is prohibited, because the breach is regarded as the en- 
trance to the larger courtyard. With regard to the larger courtyard, 
the breach running the entire length of the smaller courtyard is 
considered like an entrance in one of its walls, for the breach is 
surrounded on both sides by the remaining portions of the wall of 
the larger courtyard, and therefore carrying is permitted. With re- 
gard to the smaller courtyard, however, one wall is missing in its 
entirety, and therefore carrying is forbidden. This seems to be ex- 
actly the same as the case of an alleyway that was breached along 
the entire length of its back wall into a courtyard. 


He, Rav Beivai bar Abaye, said to him, Rabba bar Ulla: If this was 
learned from there alone, I would have said that we must distin- 
guish between the cases: The Mishna’s ruling only applies in a 
place where many people do not tread. The breach between the 
smaller and larger courtyard will not cause more people to pass 
through the larger courtyard, and therefore it remains a unit of its 
own. But in a place where many people tread, i.e., in the case 
where a courtyard is breached on one side into an alleyway and on 
the other side into the public domain, you might say that carrying 
is prohibited even in the courtyard as well, owing to the people 
passing through it from the alleyway to the public domain. 


NOTES 

Would block off the ends of the alleyways of Sura with 
nets — dua xpd ay pds: Rabbeinu Hananel and other 
commentaries had a variant text that stated, Mareimar said: 
We are not concerned that the sea will raise up sand. Accord- 
ing to this reading, Mareimar relied on the rivulets and creeks 
of the river, into which nets were cast, to serve as partitions 
for the ends of alleyways, and he did not require anything 
else of them. The Rambam also ruled in accordance with 
this reading. 


BACKGROUND 

A smaller courtyard that was breached into a larger 
courtyard — ayan y TYD TWP IM: From the perspective 
of those in the larger courtyard, it is clear that the smaller 
courtyard is a separate unit. However, from the perspective 
of those in the smaller courtyard, the entire fence appears to 
be breached and no partition remains between it and the 
larger courtyard. 


Small courtyard breached into a larger courtyard 
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NOTES 

A public domain with regard to ritual impurity - wa mw 
men: As is derived from the verses, in cases of uncertainty 
with regard to the ritual purity of a person or object, if the item 
was found in a private domain, it is considered impure based 
on the uncertainty. However, if it is found in a public domain, it 
is considered pure based on the uncertainty. For the purpose of 
the halakhot of ritual impurity, a public domain is not defined 
by partitions or by ownership. Instead, its status is determined 
by the number of people who regularly pass through it. 


HALAKHA 

A courtyard through which many people cross - wawe 387 
7a DyPpia: With regard to the halakhot of Shabbat, a courtyard 
that is properly enclosed by partitions is treated like a private 
domain, even if many people pass through it, as stated by the 
Tosefta (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 365:3). With regard to the 
halakhot of ritual impurity, however, a courtyard of this kind 
has the status of a public domain, and in cases of uncertainty, 
the person or article is considered pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 20:3). 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: But didn’t we already learn this 
as well, that the mere fact that many people tread through a 
courtyard does not forbid carrying, for we learned in the 
Tosefta: A courtyard that was properly surrounded by parti- 
tions, into which many people enter on this side and exit on 
that side, is considered a public domain with regard to the 
halakhot of ritual impurity," so that in cases of doubt, we say 
that the person or article is pure, but it is still a private domain 
with regard to the halakhot of Shabbat." Therefore, we see that 
with regard to Shabbat, the sole criterion is the existence of 
partitions, and the fact that many people pass through the court- 
yard does not impair its status as a private domain. 


The Gemara refutes this argument: If this was derived there 
alone, I would have said that this only applies in a case where 
the two breaches are not opposite one another, 


but if the two breaches are opposite one another, you might 
say that it is not considered a private domain even with regard 
to Shabbat. Rav therefore teaches us that even if the breaches of 
the courtyard line up with each other, carrying is nonetheless 
permitted therein. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: And according to Rabba, who 
said that where the alleyway terminates in a backyard and the 
breaches are one opposite another, carrying is prohibited, 
how does he construe Rav’s case? Rav’s ruling must refer to a 
case where the breaches are not one opposite another, and if 
so, why do I need two rulings?" The essence of this halakha, that 
the yard is deemed a private domain with regard to Shabbat, was 
already stated in the Tosefta, so why did Rav need to teach an- 
other halakha with regard to the very same issue? 


The Gemara explains that there is a novelty in Rav’s teaching: If 
one learned the halakha from there, the Tosefta, alone, I would 
have said that this ruling that the courtyard is a private domain 
with regard to Shabbat only applies to the issue of throwing, 
i.e., that one who throws from the public domain into this court- 
yard is liable, since it is considered a private domain according 
to Torah law. But to allow carrying in it like a proper private 
domain, you might say no, that the Sages forbade carrying in it, 
owing to the many people passing through it. Rav therefore 
teaches us that we are not concerned about this, and that car- 
rying in the yard is permitted, even by rabbinic law. 


NOTES 


topic, where the second doesn't appear to add anything to the 


Why do | need two rulings - b may smn: There are those who 
asked: This difficulty is usually raised only with regard to the 
repetition of tannaitic statements, but not with regard to the 
words of a baraita and the statement of an amora. Why then is 
it raised here (Rashba)? The answer given is that the difficulty 
is raised with regard to two halakhot of Rav on the very same 


first (Tosafot, cited by Rashba). An alternative interpretation 
is that the question is directed not at the repetitive nature 
of Rav’s statement, but at the fact that he deviates from the 
wording of the baraita. Had Rav wanted to state the halakha 
mentioned in the baraita, why didn't he cite it directly? 
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It was stated that the amora’im disagree about the following matter: 
With regard to an alleyway that is shaped like a centipede,"™ i.e., a 
long alleyway that opens to the public domain but with a series of 
small alleyways branching off of it on both of its sides, all of which 
also open to the public domain,’ Abaye said: An opening in the 
form ofa doorway is made for the large alleyway, and all the small 
alleyways are permitted by means of a side post or a cross beam. 


Rava said to him: According to whom do you state this halakha? 
Apparently according to the opinion of Shmuel, who said that the 

halakha of a crooked L-shaped alleyway is like that of an alleyway 
that is closed at one side. For in this case of an alleyway that is 

shaped like a centipede, when each of the smaller alleyways con- 
nects to the larger alleyway, it forms a crooked L-shaped alleyway. 
However, ifthe halakha is indeed in accordance with the opinion of 
Shmuel, why is the form of a doorway needed for it? According to 

Shmuel, an alleyway of this kind only requires a side post or a cross 

beam at each end in order to permit carrying within it. And further- 
more, with regard to the crooked, L-shaped alleyway in Neharde’a, 
which was Shmuel’s place of residence, didn’t they take into con- 
sideration the position of Rav? This indicates that the halakha in 

practice follows Rav as opposed to Shmuel. 


Rather, Rava said: An alleyway made like a centipede can be ren- 
dered fit for one to carry within it as follows: An opening in the 
form of a doorway is made for all of the small alleyways on this 
one of their sides, and the other side is permitted by means of a 
side post or a cross beam. 


The Gemara considers a new case: Rav Kahana bar Tahalifa said 
in the name of Rav Kahana bar Minyumi, who said in the name 
of Rav Kahana bar Malkiyu, who said in the name of Rav Kahana, 
the teacher of Rav; and some say that Rav Kahana bar Malkiyu 
is Rav Kahana, the teacher of Rav: With regard to an alleyway that 
opens into the public domain, its one side being long" and its 
other side being short, i.e., one side juts out into the public domain 
more than the other, the halakha is as follows: If the difference in 
length between the two sides is less than four cubits, the cross 
beam is placed diagonally’ across the opening between the ends 
of the two walls of the alleyway. If, however, the difference is four 
cubits or more, the cross beam is placed straight across the alley- 
way at the end of the short side, i.e., at the end of the short side 
straight across toward the corresponding spot on the longer wall 
such that the beam is perpendicular to both walls, and no use may 
be made of the portion of the alleyway that lies beyond the cross 
beam. Rava disagreed and said: In both this case and in that case, 
the cross beam is placed straight across the alleyway at the end of 
the short side. 


An alleyway that is shaped like a centipede - *wyi "121 
bap: This applies when a large alleyway has a series of smaller 
alleyways extending from both sides, all of which open into the 
public domain, even if the small alleyways are not positioned 
one across from the other (Rambam). An opening in the form 
of a doorway must be made on the side where each of the 
small alleyways open into the large alleyway, and a side post 
or a cross beam must be placed on the side that opens into 
the public domain in order to permit carrying within each of 
them, in accordance with Rava’s conclusion (Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 364:5). 


HALAKHA 


An alleyway that opens into the public domain, its one side 
being long — Jinx thts iyw ra: If the entrance to an alley- 
way from the public domain has one wall that is longer than 
the other, the cross beam must be placed across the entrance 
perpendicularly toward the corresponding spot on the longer 
wall. Similarly, when using a side post, it must be positioned 
directly across from the end of the short wall (Magen Avraham). 
However, if a cross beam is placed on a diagonal inside the al- 
leyway within the area of the short wall, it is permitted to utilize 
the area of the alleyway up to where the cross beam meets the 
short wall (Rosh; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:30). 


NOTES 


An alleyway that is shaped like a centipede — »wy7 "i212 
bap: Ritva and other commentaries interpret Rashi as un- 
derstanding that all of the small alleyways are located on 
one side of the large alleyway. The majority of commentaries, 
however, explain that it is shaped like an actual centipede, 
with small alleyways situated across from one another along 
the main alleyway. There is also a dispute with regard to the 
large alleyway. Some hold that the main alleyway is closed 
on one side (Rashi, Meiri, and others), while others hold that 
it opens into the public domain at both ends (Rabbeinu 
Yonatan, Ri‘az, and others). 


BACKGROUND 


Centipede [nadal] - bax: These creatures are arthropods 
belonging to the Chilopoda class. All of them possess elon- 
gated bodies, with a pair of legs attached to each body seg- 
ment, although the number of pairs of legs varies from one 
species to another. The poisonous centipede, Scolopendra, 
possesses twenty-one pairs of legs. It has a pair of poisonous 
claws near its head, used to deliver venom into its prey. Its 
bite is painful, although not usually dangerous to humans. It 
is likely that these and similar species are what the Torah re- 
fers to as multi-legged creatures (see Rashi on Leviticus 11:42). 


Centipede of the genus Scolopendra 


An alleyway shaped like a centipede - bu nwy aM: 

A centipede alleyway is a large, closed alleyway that has 
smaller alleyways extending from its two sides, each one 
opening to the public domain, apparently in accordance 
with the opinion of Rashi. See Tosafot, whose opinion dif- 
fers somewhat. 


The cross beam is placed diagonally — joxa mip: 
An alleyway where the wall on one side opening into the 
public domain is longer than the other, so the entrance is not 
perpendicular with the street of the public domain. 


Cross beam placed on a diagonal from the end of the short wall to the end 
ofthe long wall 
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BACKGROUND 
- osha mip: 


Diagonal cross beam 


Cross beam positioned diagonally across the entrance to an alleyway that has 
walls of equal length 


Placed straight across the alleyway at the end of the short 
side — pt 7323 xx maa: In a case where one side of an 
alleyway i is longer than the other, there are two ways to posi- 
tion a cross beam at its entrance. In certain cases, the Rabbis 
permitted positioning a cross beam diagonally at the entrance. 
The more accepted method, however, is to position the cross 
beam across from the shorter side, and to make use of the 
alleyway only up to the cross beam. 


Cross beam positioned across from the shorter side of an alleyway 


—— HALAKHA 

Utilizing the space beneath the cross beam — nna winw 
MPA: It is permitted to utilize the space beneath the cross 
beam, in accordance with the opinion of Rav and Rabbi 
Yohanan, since the halakha generally follows them when they 
disagree with other Sages (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 365:4). 
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Halakhot of Sages named Kahana — 13737 xNNnyAW: Sages 
named Kahana happened to hand down these halakhot, each 
in the name of the other. In addition to these Sages, who lived 
in several different generations, there were other Sages called 
simply Rabbi Kahana, but their similarity in name and chrono- 
logical proximity make it hard to distinguish between them in 
a consistent manner. 

One source identifies Rav Kahana bar Malkiyu as Rav's 
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Rava added: I will state my reason, and I will state their reason. 
I will state my reason: What is the reason for a cross beam? To 
function as a conspicuous marker that separates the alleyway 
from the public domain, so that the residents of the alleyway 
should know the boundary within which carrying is permitted, 
and when placed diagonally, the cross beam is not sufficiently 
conspicuous. Those who see people carrying in the section ex- 
tending past the short side will think that one is generally permit- 
ted to carry in a public domain. 


I will state their reason as well: What is the reason for a cross 
beam? To function as a partition, that is to say, the cross beam is 
considered as though it descended to the ground, creating a fourth 
wall for the alleyway. Hence, even when placed diagonally, it is 
considered a partition.’ 


Rav Kahana said: Since this involves halakhot of Sages named 
Kahana, I too will say something with regard to it: That which 
you said, that the cross beam is placed diagonally across the al- 
leyway, this was only said in a case where the diagonal is no more 
than ten cubits. But if the diagonal is more than ten cubits, then 
even if the width of the alleyway itself is less than ten cubits, all 
agree that the cross beam must be placed straight across the al- 
leyway at the end of the short side,’ for an entrance wider than 
ten cubits cannot be permitted by a cross beam, and here the 
entire length under the cross beam is considered an entrance. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: What is the halakha with 
regard to utilizing and carrying in the area beneath the cross 
beam spanning the opening of an alleyway, which the beam per- 
mits carrying? Opinions differ on the matter. Rav, Rabbi Hiyya, 
and Rabbi Yohanan said: It is permitted to utilize the area be- 
neath the cross beam." Shmuel, Rabbi Shimon bar Rabbi, and 
Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: It is prohibited to utilize the 
area beneath the cross beam. 


The Gemara suggests a way to understand this dispute: Shall we 
say that these amora’im argue over the following issue, that 
Master, representing those who permit it, holds: A cross beam 
serves in an alleyway as a conspicuous marker that separates it 
from the public domain, and Master, representing those who 
prohibit it, holds: A cross beam serves as a partition. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: No, everyone might agree that 
a cross beam serves as a conspicuous marker, but here they 
argue over the following: Master, representing those who forbid 
it, holds that the conspicuous marker is intended for those situ- 
ated inside the alleyway, and hence the area outside the inner edge 
of the cross beam may not be used; and Master, representing 
those who permit it, holds that the conspicuous marker is in- 
tended for those outside in the public domain, and it is therefore 
permitted to carry up to the outer edge of the cross beam. 


_ PERSONALITIES — 


teacher, while in a different source, the Jerusalem Talmud, 
he handed down a teaching in the name of Rav. Neither Rav 
Kahana bar Tahalifa nor Rav Kahana bar Minyumi are men- 
tioned often. There were several Sages that appear as Rav 
Kahana without mention of their fathers. One was a student- 
colleague of Rav, called simply Kahana in the Jerusalem Tal- 
mud, who was among the first generation of amora‘im. An- 
other was a student of Rav Yehuda, which places him in the 


third generation of amoraiim. A third was a student of Rava, 
from the fifth generation of amora‘im. This Rav Kahana was 
Rav Ashi's teacher, and he is presumably the one mentioned 
in connection with the halakha cited in this context. Yet 
another Rav Kahana was a friend and contemporary of Rav 
Ashi. Some commentaries hold that there was another Sage 
named Rav Kahana who was a student of Rav from the second 
generation of amoraim. 
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The Gemara proposes an alternative explanation: And if you 
wish, you can say that everyone agrees that a cross beam per- 
mits carrying as a partition, and here they argue over the 
following issue: As one Sage holds that the inner edge of the 
cross beam descends to the ground and seals off the alleyway, 
and therefore under the cross beam is not within the closed-off 
area; and the other Sage holds that the cross beam’s outer edge 
descends to the ground and seals off the alleyway, and therefore 
it is permitted to carry even in the area beneath the cross beam. 
Consequently, there is no need to connect the dispute with re- 
gard to utilizing the area beneath the cross beam to the dispute 
with regard to the nature of the cross beam. 


Rav Hisda said: All concede that utilizing the area between the 
side posts placed at the entrance to an alleyway to permit car- 
rying is prohibited, for a side post functions as a partition, and 
therefore one may only use the space up to its inner edge, but 
no further. 


Rami bar Hama raised a dilemma before Rav Hisda: What is 
the halakha in a case where a person inserted two pegs in the 
two alleyway walls, one in each wall, on the outside of the 
entrance facing the public domain, and he placed a cross beam 
on top of the pegs,’ such that the beam is attached to the front 
of the alleyway walls instead of on top of them? Does this cross 
beam permit carrying within the alleyway?" 


Rav Hisda said to him: According to the statement of the one 
who permits utilizing the area beneath the cross beam, carrying 
within the alleyway is prohibited, for he holds that the cross 
beam’s outer edge is the critical one, and here this outer edge is 
positioned outside the alleyway and therefore cannot permit it. 
Whereas according to the statement of the authority who 
prohibits utilizing the area beneath the cross beam, carrying in 
the alleyway is permitted, for the cross beam’s inner edge is 
attached to the entrance of the alleyway. 


Rava, however, disagreed and said: Even according to the 
opinion of the one who prohibits utilizing the area beneath the 
cross beam, carrying in the alleyway is prohibited, for we re- 
quire that the cross beam that permits the alleyway be placed 
on top of the walls of the alleyway, and it is not. A cross beam 
that merely touches the alleyway from the outside does not 
permit it. 


Rav Adda bar Mattana raised an objection to Rava from a 
baraita: If the cross beam being used to render an alleyway 
permitted for carrying is 


A cross beam outside the alleyway — nad yama mip: The 
commentaries ask: Why isn't the cross beam considered to be 
part of the alleyway walls, according to the principle of joined 
sections [/avud]? They explain that applying the principle of 
joined sections assumes the cross beam does not exist, but 
rather is negated along its entire width to become part of 


_ NOTES © 
the alleyway’s walls. Indeed, a nonexistent cross beam can- 
not serve as a partition. It is logical that these two formalistic 
principles, joined sections [/avud] and the principle that a 
partition extends downward [gode ahit mehitzta], cannot 
be applied simultaneously in a case such as this one, as they 
contradict each other (Rashba). 


BACKGROUND 
Cross beam attached to an alleyway — “and AMAT Ap: The 
cross beam rests on pegs and is attached to the alleyway walls 
on the outside. 


F 


Cross beam attached with pegs to alleyway walls 


= HALAKHA | 
A cross beam outside the alleyway — “aad yin Mp: A cross 
beam that protrudes beyond the alleyway walls is invalid, in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rava. He is the later authority, and 
Rabbi Ashi appears to agree with him as well (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 363.14). 
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Perek I 
Dafo Amuda 


_ BACKGROUND © 


Cross beam drawn away from one direction - nawa mip 
DIN TN: 


Cross beam that is attached to one wall of an alleyway but does not reach 
the other wall 


Cross beam suspended in the air - nimaga mba mip: 


Cross beam not attached to the alleyway walls but distanced from them on 
both sides 


Cross beam suspended and drawn away — mba mip 


BENA 


Cross beam suspended in the air above the entrance to the alleyway and 
distanced from the two alleyway walls 


| HALAKHA 

Joined [/avud] and pressed down [havut] - wa) na: A 
cross beam that is distanced from and above the walls of the 
alleyway by less than three handbreadths is valid, because 
we say that the cross beam is both joined [/avud] and pressed 
down [havut], in accordance with the statement of the Ge- 
mara (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:25). 
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= NOTES © 


drawn away from the alleyway walls’ or suspended" in the air,’ the 

following distinction applies: If the cross beam is less than three 

handbreadths from the walls, one is not required to bring a dif- 
ferent cross beam, for it is considered attached to the walls based 

on the principle of lavud, which views two solid surfaces as con- 
nected if the gap between them is less than three handbreadths 

wide. However, if the distance is three or more handbreadths from 

the walls, he is required to bring a different cross beam in order 
to permit carrying in the alleyway. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, 
who holds that the principle of lavud applies to a gap of up to four 
handbreadths wide, says: If the cross beam is less than four hand- 
breadths from the wall, one is not required to bring a different 
cross beam; but if the distance is four handbreadths from the wall, 
he is required to bring a different cross beam. 


The Gemara wishes to clarify the baraita: What, is it not that when 
the baraita speaks of a cross beam that is drawn away from the 
alleyway walls, it is referring to a cross beam that is distanced from 
the alleyway walls and situated on the outside in the public domain, 
similar to the case of the cross beam resting on pegs mentioned 
above? And when it speaks ofa cross beam that is suspended, isn’t 
it referring to a cross beam that is distanced from the alleyway walls 
and placed on the inside in the alleyway? This interpretation con- 
tradicts Rava’s statement above that disqualifies such a cross beam. 


The Gemara rejects this interpretation: No, both this, the cross 

beam that is drawn away, and that, the crossbeam that is suspend- 
ed, are located on the inside of the alleyway. The difference be- 
tween them is that the cross beam that is drawn away is distanced 

from the wall from one direction, while a suspended cross beam 

does not lie on the alleyway walls at all, but is distanced from them 

from both directions. 


Lest you say that if the cross beam is distanced from the wall from 
one direction, we say that the principle of lavud applies, and it is 
as if the cross beam is joined to the wall; but ifit is distanced from 
the wall from two directions, we do not say that the principle of 
lavud applies. The baraita, therefore, comes and teaches us that 
there is no difference in this regard. 


Rav Ashi said: The baraita refers to a cross beam that is drawn 
away from the walls and also suspended in the air.’ And what are 
the circumstances where this would be the case? For example, 
where he inserted two bent pegs on the tops of the two alleyway 
walls, and the height of the pegs from the top of the walls is less 
than three handbreadths, and their bend inward is less than three 
handbreadths, and a cross beam rests on top of them. Lest you say 
that we either say lavud, i.e., we consider the cross beam to be 
virtually extended and thus connected to the wall, or we say havut, 
pressed down, that we consider the cross beam to be pressed down 
vertically; but we do not say both lavud and havut.™ The baraita 
therefore teaches us that even in that case we say that any item 
adjacent to another with a gap of less than three handbreadths 
between them is considered connected to it, whether to the side 
or below, and even in both directions at once. 


Drawn away or suspended - mbn ix mawn: Apparently, if 
it is permitted to carry in an alleyway where the cross beam 
is suspended in the air, it is certainly permitted to carry in an 
alleyway where the cross beam is drawn away. Why, then, are 
both halakhot needed? Had it only stated the halakha with 
regard to a cross beam that is suspended, the implication would 


have been that a cross beam that is drawn away is permitted, 
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even if it is more than three handbreadths from the wall (Rav 


Ya'akov Emden). 


Pressed down [havut] 


— pram: The principle of havut usu- 


than three handbreadths from the alleyway walls also per- 
mitted due to havut? Ritva answers that since the principle 
of joining [/avud] is applied, the principle of being pressed 
down [havut] cannot be applied as well. It is illogical to con- 


ally refers to something that is placed high up off the 
ground. The object is considered as though it were thrown 
to the ground. Josafot ask: Why isn't a cross beam higher 


sider the cross beam as though it were pressed down from 
above to below, and then to extend the imaginary cross beam 
to the sides as well. 
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Rabbi Zakkai taught the following baraita before Rabbi Yohanan: The 
area between the side posts and beneath the cross beam has the legal 
status of a karmelit, and it is forbidden to carry in it. Rabbi Yohanan 
said to him: Exit and teach this halakha outside," i.e., this baraita is not 
in accordance with the accepted halakha, and therefore it should not be 
made part of the regular learning in the study hall. 


The Gemara records a dispute with regard to the scope of Rabbi 

Yohanan’s statement: Abaye said: Rabbi Yohanan’s statement is rea- 
sonable with regard to the area beneath the cross beam, as only the 

area beneath the cross beam should be considered a private domain, but 

between the side posts, carrying is indeed prohibited, in accordance 

with the opinion of Rabbi Zakkai. And Rava said: The entire statement 
of Rabbi Zakkai is to be rejected, as Rabbi Yohanan asserted, and even 

in the area between the side posts" carrying is permitted. 


Rava said: From where do I know to say this, that carrying is permitted 
even between the side posts? For when Rav Dimi came from Eretz 
Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that Rabbi Yohanan said: A place that has 
an area of less than four by four handbreadths and is located between 
a public and private domain but belongs to neither has the status of an 
exempt domain with regard to carrying on Shabbat. Therefore, it is 
permitted for both the people in the public domain as well as the 
people in the private domain to use it for loading their burdens onto 
their shoulders, so long as they do not exchange objects with one 
another. Therefore, a place having an area of less than four handbreadths 
is not considered a karmelit, but rather an exempt domain, where car- 
rying is permitted. Consequently, the area between the side posts 
should likewise be considered an exempt domain, and carrying should 
be permitted within it. 


And Abaye said that this offers no proof, as there, with regard to Rav 
Dimi's statement, the area being discussed is at least three handbreadths 
high, setting it apart from the other domains. It is therefore considered 
a domain in its own right, and has the halakha of an exempt domain. 


The Gemara considers the position of Abaye: Abaye said: From where 
do I know to say this, that the area between the side posts has the ha- 
lakha of a karmelit? For Rav Hama bar Guria said that Rav said: The 
area within the opening, i.e., the doorway between two entrance posts 
that serve as side posts to permit carrying in the alleyway, requires 
another side post in order to permit carrying there, for the entrance 
posts alone do not suffice. This demonstrates that it is forbidden to 
carry in the space between the side posts without another side post. 


And if you say that this is a case where the doorway has an area four by 
four handbreadths, and therefore an additional side post is required to 
permit carrying there, this is not a valid argument. For didn’t Rav 
Hanin bar Rava say that Rav said: The area within the opening itself, 
even if it does not have an area of four by four handbreadths, requires 
an additional side post in order to permit carrying within it. This in- 
dicates that the area between the side posts is not to be used. 


And Rava replies that a distinction must be made between the cases: 
There, the case of Rav’s ruling refers to a scenario where the alleyway’s 
entrance opens to a karmelit," and thus the space between the entrance 
posts is also viewed as a karmelit, and an additional side post is required. 


The Gemara poses a question: But if the entrance opens to a public 

domain, what would be the halakha? Would it be permitted to carry 
there even without an additional side post? If so, it follows that the ha- 
lakha of a karmelit is more stringent than that of a public domain. How- 
ever, this seems untenable, for carrying in a karmelit is prohibited only 
by rabbinic decree, owing to the similarity between a karmelit and the 

public domain. This is similar to a situation where a permanent resi- 
dent is down on the ground," while a stranger is raised up to the 

highest heaven, the very opposite of the appropriate state of affairs. 


NOTES 

Exit and teach outside - x dan pis: This expression 
indicates that a certain source taught by the person 
who would recite the mishnayot in the beit midrash 
has been totally rejected and should not be taught in 
the study hall. The practical implication is that one who 
seeks to clarify this baraita should do so outside the 
study hall’s walls. Indeed, the Gemara reports instances 
of Sages leaving the study hall to clarify for themselves 
ideas that were not taught there. The meaning of the 
expression in this context is that this baraita has no 
place within the framework of accepted halakha. 


A permanent resident is on the ground — xix? 
sya: This expression is a translation, worded slightly 
differently, of a verse found in portions of rebuke in 
the book of Deuteronomy: “The stranger that is in your 
midst shall rise above you higher and higher, and you 
shall come down lower and lower” (Deuteronomy 
28:43). Its meaning expresses astonishment and even 
bitterness over a state of affairs that seems to be the 
opposite of the proper order. 


HALAKHA 
Between the side posts — on pa: It is permitted to 
carry between the side posts in an alleyway. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rava, whose opinion is 
followed when he disagrees with Abaye, and because 
his opinion accords with Rabbi Yohanan's statement 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 365:4). 


An entrance that opens to a karmelit - mnan nna 
mbar): It is prohibited to use the space under a cross 
beam when the entrance opens to a karmelit as op- 
posed to a public domain, because of the principle: It 
has found its own type and been awakened. This is in 
accordance with the statement of Rava. However, if the 
cross beam is four handbreadths wide and strong, it is 
considered like a roof. Thus, its outer edge closes off the 
alleyway, and it is permitted to use the space under- 
neath it even if the alleyway opens to a karmelit (Magen 
Avraham; Taz; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 365:4). 


VATN PD: PEREK I: 9A 


43 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 


It has found its own type and been awakened [ne/or] - x¥1 
ipa ia nyg pra: This expression appears in other halakhic 
contexts as well, particularly with regard to the halakhot of 
mixtures. Some commentaries explain the word ne/or to mean 
shaken [ninar], i.e., once it found its own type, it leaves its 
previous place and cleaves to the similar type. Nevertheless, 
apparently ne/or is related to the verse “like a man who awak- 
ens [ye/or] from his sleep” (Zechariah 4:1). In other words, the 
prohibition, which was lying in a concealed, dormant state, 
reawakens after finding its own type (Rashi). 


BACKGROUND 
An alleyway was lined with side posts — pba fox ian: 


Alleyway in which side posts have been placed one after the other 


Perek | 
Dafo Amud b 
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The Gemara comments: Yes, it is possible that this is the ruling, 
for we can say that it has found its own type and been awakened." 
In other words, as the area within the entranceway is not a defined 
domain, it doesn’t have the status of an independent domain. 
Therefore, when it opens into a karmelit, to which it is similar, its 
status is negated, and it joins with the karmelit to form a single 
unit. However, when it opens into a public domain, it cannot join 
with it because it is not similar to a public domain, which has a 
totally different set of laws; and therefore it is considered part of 
the alleyway, and it is permitted to carry within it. 


Rav Huna, the son of Rav Yehoshua, said to Rava: And you do 
not hold that in the area between the side posts carrying is pro- 
hibited? But didn’t Rabba bar bar Hana say that Rabbi Yohanan 
said: If an alleyway was lined with side posts,” each one set more 
than three but less than four handbreadths apart from its neigh- 
bor, we have arrived in this matter at the dispute between Rab- 
ban Shimon ben Gamliel and the Rabbis with regard to the 
measure of lavud. 


How so? According to Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, who said 
that if the gap between two items is less than four handbreadths, 
we say that the principle of lavud applies; all the side posts are 
considered a single side post. He may therefore only utilize the 
alleyway up to the inner edge of the innermost side post, but no 
more. However, according to the Rabbis, who say that we do not 
say the principle of lavud applies unless the gap is less than three 
handbreadths, he may utilize the alleyway up to the inner edge 
of the outermost side post. This discussion demonstrates that the 
argument revolves around the question as to which side post es- 
tablishes the permitted area. But with regard to the area between 
the side posts, all agree that carrying is prohibited. 


And Rava answers that there too, it refers to a case where the 
alleyway’s entrance opens to a karmelit. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But if the entrance opens to a 
public domain, what is its legal status — would carrying be per- 
mitted? If so, the halakha of a karmelit is more severe than that of 
a public domain. Once again, this can be likened to a situation 
where a permanent resident is down on the ground, while a 
stranger is raised up to the highest heaven. The Gemara answers: 
Yes, indeed, this is the ruling, but one should not be perplexed, as 
we have explained: it has found its own type and been awakened. 


The Gemara provides an alternative explanation of Rabbi 
Yohanan’s statement. Rav Ashi said: According to Rabbi Yohanan, 
carrying in the area between the side posts is actually permitted. 
The dispute between Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel and the Rabbis 
concerning the principle of lavud is in a case where there was an 
alleyway that one lined with side posts, each positioned less 
than four handbreadths from the next, and the side posts extend 
for a length of four cubits. 


According to Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, who said that for a 
gap of up to four handbreadths we say that the principle of lavud 
applies, all the side posts are considered a single side post, and 
since the side post in that case is four cubits long, it is considered 
a separate alleyway; therefore, it requires an additional side post 
to permit carrying in it. And according to the Rabbis, who say 
that we do not say that the principle of lavud applies unless the 
gap is less than three handbreadths, this area does not require an 
additional side post to permit carrying within it. 
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The Gemara asks: And even according to the opinion of Rab- 
ban Shimon ben Gamliel, why is another side post required? 
Letit have the same legal status as a side post that is visible from 
the outside, protruding from the wall of the alleyway, but ap- 
pears to be even with the wall from the inside. Since it is evident 
from the outside that it is a side post and not part of the building, 
carrying is permitted there. 


The Gemara answers: As Rav Ashi’s reason is only according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, when Ravin came from Eretz 
Yisrael to Babylonia, didn’t he say that Rabbi Yohanan said: If 
aside post is visible from the outside, protruding from the wall 
of the alleyway, but it appears to be even with the wall from the 
inside, it is not considered to have the legal status of a side 
post? 


An amoraic dispute was stated: Ifa side post is visible from the 
inside, protruding from the wall of the alleyway, but it appears 
to be even with the wall from the outside,*" it is considered a 
side post.” However, if a side post is visible from the outside 
protruding from the wall, but it appears to be even with the wall 
from the inside, there is a disagreement between Rabbi Hiyya 
and Rabbi Shimon, son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, with regard 
to its status. One said: It is considered to have the legal status 
of a side post. And the other one said: It is not considered to 
have the legal status ofa side post. 


The Gemara clarifies: Conclude that Rabbi Hiyya is the one 
who said that it is considered to have the legal status of a side 
post, as Rabbi Hiyya taught: In the case of a wall at the en- 
trance to an alleyway whose one side is more recessed than 
the other, whether the recess is visible from outside the al- 
leyway but appears to be even from the inside, or the recess is 
visible from the inside but appears to be even from the outside, 
it is considered to have the legal status of a side post. The Ge- 
mara states: Indeed, conclude that Rabbi Hiyya is the one who 
said it has the legal status of a side post. 


The Gemara rejects this conclusion: And Rabbi Yohanan, who 
explicitly said that a side post of that kind is not considered a 
side post, did he not hear this halakha? The Tosefta was widely 
known. Rather, he heard it, but he does not hold in accordance 
with it. Perhaps, then, Rabbi Hiyya also does not hold in 
accordance with it. 


The Gemara answers: What is this comparison? Granted, Rab- 
bi Yohanan does not hold in accordance with that halakha. 
That is why he did not teach it. But Rabbi Hiyya, if it is true 
that he does not hold in accordance with it, why would he 
teach it? 


Rabba bar Rav Huna said: If a side post is visible from the 
outside, protruding from the wall of the alleyway, but appears 
to be even with the wall from the inside, it is considered to 
have the legal status of a side post. Rabba said: And we raise 
an objection to our own halakha from a mishna: With regard 
to a small courtyard that was breached along the entire length 
of one of its walls so that it opens into a large courtyard, in the 
large one it is permitted to carry and in the small one it is 
prohibited to carry. This is because the breach is considered 
an entrance of the large courtyard. The wall of the smaller 
courtyard was breached along its entire length, therefore there 
is no visible partition from inside the smaller courtyard. How- 
ever, the partition is noticeable from the outside, i.e., in the large 
courtyard, since the breach is flanked on both sides by the re- 
maining segments of the wall of the large courtyard. And if it is 
so, that a partition that is visible from the outside is considered 
a partition, carrying in the small courtyard should also be 
permitted in this case, as the wall is visible from the outside 
but appears to be even from the inside. 


BACKGROUND 
A side post that is not conspicuous — 159) iyxw md: This 
side post, which is positioned within the alleyway, is visible 
to those inside the alleyway; however, to people on the 
outside it appears as a continuation of the alleyway wall. 


Side post visible only from the inside of the alleyway 


A side post that is visible from the inside and from the 
outside - Yanan O53 TMT nd: According to Rashi, this 
is the side post that is visible both from within the alleyway 
and by those standing outside it. 


Side post visible from both sides 


HALAKHA 


Visible from the inside but appears to be even from the 
outside — ynan mw D230 AK: A side post [/ehi] that 
can be seen only from the inside but looks even from the 
outside is considered a side post, and all agree that it renders 
the alleyway fit for one to carry within it (Shu/han Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 363:9). 
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Where the walls of the small courtyard protrude into the 
large one - mina) map nia poaa: The geonim, who 
might have hada variant reading of this text, explain that this 
is a case where the walls of the smaller courtyard protrude 
three handbreadths into the larger one, and the principle 
of lavud should be applied to the length of the walls rather 
than to their width. 
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Rabbi Zeira said: This mishna is referring to a case where the walls 
of the small courtyard protrude’ into the large one," i.e., the 
breached wall of the small courtyard is not in line with the wall of 
the large one. Therefore, even when viewed from the outside there 
are no walls visible, and that is why carrying is prohibited there. 


The Gemara asks: And let us say that the principle of lavud® applies, 
and then carrying will be permitted even in the small courtyard. 
‘The ends of the breached wall should be considered attached to the 
side walls of the large courtyard, rendering the wall of the large 
courtyard visible. Then it will be permitted to carry in the small 
courtyard based on the principle governing side posts visible from 
the outside. 


And if you say that the walls of the smaller courtyard are too sepa- 
rate from the walls of the larger courtyard, such that the distance 
between the walls is too great for the principle of lavud to apply, 
didn’t Rav Adda bar Avimi teach before Rabbi Hanina: The small 
courtyard of which they speak is referring even to one ten cubits 
wide; the large one is referring even to one eleven cubits wide? 
Apparently, this halakha applies even when the difference in width 
between the courtyards is a single cubit, which is six handbreadths. 
Assuming the small courtyard is located equidistant from the ends 
of the large courtyard, only three handbreadths separate it on each 
side from the wall of the large one. Therefore, the principle of lavud 
applies. 


Ravina said: It is a case where the walls of the smaller courtyard 
are separated from this wall of the larger courtyard by two hand- 
breadths and from this wall of the larger courtyard on the other 
side by four handbreadths. Since there is a distance of more than 
three handbreadths, the principle of lavud does not apply. 


The Gemara asks: And let us say that the principle of lavud applies 
from one direction, then carrying will be permitted even in the 
small courtyard. 


Where the walls of the small courtyard protrude — pp333 


And let u us say the principle of /avud applies — nb xy: If 


mwphnia: In the image below, there is a small courtyard adja- the principle of /avud is applied and the walls of the smaller 
cent to a large one. The wall between them has been breached courtyard attach to the adjacent, parallel walls of the larger 
and the walls of the small courtyard protrude into the large courtyard, then the walls of the smaller courtyard no longer 
one. Therefore, when viewed from inside the small courtyard, protrude into the larger one, and it is considered like the typical 
it appears to be entirely open into the large one. case of a small courtyard that opens into a large one. 


Adjacent courtyards with protruding walls 


Principle of lavud applied to adjacent courtyards 
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The Gemara answers: This mishna is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who said that in order to permit carrying in a 
courtyard that was breached, we require two upright boards, one on 
either side of the breach. As it was taught in a baraita: If a courtyard 
was breached and opens into the public domain, and the width of the 
breach does not exceed ten cubits, it becomes permitted to carry there, 
even with only one upright board remaining on one side of the breach. 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: It is permitted only with two upright 
boards remaining, one on each side of the breach. 


The Gemara rejects this entire explanation: What is this comparison? 
Granted, if you say that the legal status of a side post that is visible from 
the outside but appears to be even with the wall from the inside is not 
considered like that of a side post; and that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei that a side post 
or an upright board in a courtyard must be at least three handbreadths 
wide; and that the explanations of the mishna offered earlier by Rabbi 
Zeira and Ravina are not accepted; that is why there is significance to 
the fact that the small courtyard is ten cubits wide and the large one is 
eleven cubits wide. It is due to the fact that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. Since Rabbi Yosei 
holds that a side post must be three handbreadths wide, we require that 
the two upright boards together measure six handbreadths, i.e., one 
cubit, which is the minimal difference in size between the two court- 
yards. 


However, if you say that the legal status of a side post that is visible 

from the outside but appears to be even with the wall from the inside 

is considered like that of a side post; and that Rabbi Zeira’s and Ravi- 
na’s explanations are accepted as halakha; and that Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi does not hold in accordance with the opinion Rabbi Yosei, why 

do I need to explain that the large courtyard measures eleven cubits? 


Whichever way you look at it, there is a difficulty: If the baraita is com- 
ing to permit one to carry in the large courtyard, then a width of ten 
cubits and two handbreadths suffices. These two handbreadths can be 
considered the upright boards that render the courtyard fit for one to 
carry within it. And if it is coming to teach a novel halakha according 
to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and prohibit one to carry in the small court- 
yard, it should teach us a case where the walls of the two courtyards are 
much farther removed from each other, rather than a case where they 
are only one cubit apart. Therefore, the second explanation cannot be 
accepted. 


Rather, can we not conclude from the baraita that a side post that is 
visible from the outside but appears to be even with the wall from the 
inside is not considered to have the legal status of a side post? The 
Gemara concludes: Indeed, conclude from this. 


Rav Yosef said: I did not hear this halakha of Rabba bar Rav Huna 
from my teachers. Rav Yosef had become ill and forgotten his learning, 
which is why he could not recall the halakha that a side post that is vis- 
ible from the outside is considered to have the legal status ofa side post. 


His student Abaye said to him: You yourself told us this halakha, and 
it was with regard to this that you told it to us. As Rami bar Abba said 
that Rav Huna said: With regard to a side post that extends along the 
wall of an alleyway and beyond," in which case it appears from the 
inside to be a continuation of the wall but due to its narrow width it is 
clearly visible as a side post from the outside, if that side post is less than 
four cubits long it is considered to have the legal status of a side post. 
And one may use the alleyway up to the inner edge of the side post. 
However, if the side post itself extends four cubits, the alleyway has no 
side post and it is considered to have the legal status of an alleyway, 
and it is prohibited to utilize the entire alleyway. 


NOTES 


A side post that extends along the wall of an 
alleyway and beyond - ian bw i391 oy qwian nh: 

The Gemara indicates that the side post continues be- 
yond the walls of the alleyway into the public domain. 
If so, this case does not prove anything with regard 
to carrying between side posts, as perhaps carrying 
next to this side post is prohibited due to the fact that 
there is only one partition outside the alleyway. The 
Rashba explains that it is referring to a case where the 
opposite alleyway wall also extends outward, so that 
the protruding side post serves as a second partition. 


BACKGROUND 
A side post that extends along the wall of an alley- 
way- "aig bw tpt oy Winn nh: The side post, i.e, the 
thin board alongside the wall, extends along the wall 
of the alleyway, and continues beyond it. The illustra- 
tion is in accordance with the Rashba’s explanation 
of this case. 


Side post that extends beyond the alleyway wall 
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NOTES 
Because Rabbi Hiyya taught a baraita — KYM ANT DWN: In 
he Jerusalem Talmud it is stated that this baraita concerning 
a smaller and larger courtyard is not found in the authoritative 
collections of baraitot. Therefore, unlike the other mishnayot 
hat came from the study hall of Rabbi Hiyya and Rabbi Oshaya, 
one should not learn or teach from it. 


Not at all - x5 dbp dbp: The Rashba asks: Clearly, holds that 
he width of an alleyway permitted by Rabbi Yehuda is greater 
hat the width permitted by the Rabbis, so how is it possible 
o say that he added nothing at all? Apparently, one cannot 
derive anything from the case of upright boards surrounding 
a well. In fact, Rabbi Yehuda may have added a great amount, 
as according to several opinions he derived his halakha from 
the entrance of the Temple or from palace entrances, which 
are twenty or more cubits wide (Rabbi Eliezer Meir Horowitz). 


HALAKHA 
An alleyway that is wider than ten - wy an7 ian: If the 
entrance to an alleyway is wider than ten cubits, across beam 
cannot be used to permit carrying in the alleyway, unless its 
width is diminished to ten cubits or less. This halakha is in ac- 
cordance with the unattributed mishna (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 363:26). 


BACKGROUND 


Upright boards surrounding a well — nix BS: See the 
detailed description and illustrations of upright boards at the 
beginning of Chapter Two. 


Upright boards surrounding a well 
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And you said to us about this: Learn from this statement three 
halakhot with regard to eiruvin. Learn from it that in the area 
between the side posts it is prohibited to carry, as Rav Huna 
rules that one may use the alleyway only up to the inner edge of 
the side post. And learn from it that the minimal length of an 
alleyway is four cubits. And learn from it that a side post that is 
visible from the outside but appears to be even with the wall of 
the alleyway from the inside is considered to have the legal status 
of a side post. 


The Gemara concludes: The halakha is that a side post that is 
visible from the outside but appears to be even with the wall 
from the inside is considered to have the legal status of a side 
post. The Gemara asks: It is possible that there is a conclusive 
refutation of this opinion, and it is also the halakha? This opinion 
was refuted earlier. Can the halakha then be decided in accordance 
with it? 


The Gemara answers: Yes, it can because Rabbi Hiyya taught a 
baraita" in accordance with it. Although the deductive analysis 
of the statements of other tanna’im led to different conclusions, 
the halakha relies on Rabbi Hiyya’s explicit statement. 


The opening mishna states: If the entrance to an alleyway is wider 
than ten cubits, one must diminish its width. Abaye said that a 
Sage taught in the Tosefta: If the entrance to an alleyway is wider 
than ten cubits," one must diminish its width. Rabbi Yehuda 
says: He need not diminish it. The question arises: Until what 
width does Rabbi Yehuda still permit carrying in the alleyway? 


Initially, Rav Ahai thought to say before Rav Yosef: Up to thir- 
teen and a third cubits. And he derived this figure through ana 
fortiori argument from upright boards surrounding a well. Rab- 
bi Yehuda maintains that if one placed upright boards up to thir- 
teen and a third cubits apart from one another, he may consider 
the partitioned area around the well as a private domain and 
therefore carry within it. 


Rav Ahai explains: Just as in the case of upright boards surround- 
ing a well,® where you permitted carrying, even though the 
boards form a partition where the breached segment is greater 
than the standing segment, you did not permit carrying within 
them if the gap between the boards is more than thirteen and a 
third cubits wide; in the case of an alleyway, where you did not 
permit carrying if the breached segment of its walls is greater 
than the standing segment, is it not right that you will not per- 
mit carrying within it if there is a gap more than thirteen and a 
third cubits wide? 


But that reasoning provides support for a contrary conclusion as 
well. Just as in the case of upright boards surrounding a well, 
where you permitted carrying within them, even though the 
boards form a partition where the breached segment is greater 
than the standing segment, you will not extend the leniency and 
permit carrying within them, when the gap between the boards 
is more than thirteen and a third cubits; in an alleyway, where 
you were stringent and did not permit carrying when the 
breached segment is greater than the standing segment, ina case 
where most of the walls are standing, you will certainly permit 
carrying, even when the gap is more than thirteen and a third 
cubits. 


Alternatively, one may argue to the contrary. One should be 
more stringent in the case of an alleyway. In the case of upright 
boards surrounding a well, with regard to which you were le- 
nient and issued one leniency, be lenient and issue another leni- 
ency and maintain that a gap of up to thirteen and a third cubits 
still be considered an entrance. However, in the case of an alley- 
way, you should not be lenient at all." Therefore, there is no way 
to determine Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion with regard to the width of 
an alleyway entrance. 
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Levi taught a baraita with regard to reducing the width of an alleyway 
in order to render it fit for one to carry within it. If an alleyway is 
twenty cubits wide, one may stick a reed in the center of its entran- 
ce" and that is sufficient to create two separate alleyways, each ten 
cubits wide. He taught this baraita, and he said about it that the 
halakha is not in accordance with that teaching, as the insertion of 
a reed is not effective in reducing the width. Some say that Shmuel 
said in the name of Levi: The halakha is not in accordance with 
that teaching. 


The Gemara asks: Rather, how should one act in order to render an 
alleyway of that sort fit for one to carry within it? Shmuel said in the 
name of Levi: 


One prepares a board ten handbreadths high with a length of four 
cubits and stands it lengthwise down the middle of the alleyway, 
and thereby forms two small alleyways at the entrance to the alleyway, 
neither of which is more than ten cubits wide." 


Alternatively, one can act in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Yehuda, as Rav Yehuda said: If an alleyway is fifteen cubits wide, 
how does one reduce its width? He distances himself two cubits from 
one of the walls of the alleyway and prepares a board three cubits 
wide,’ thereby leaving an opening of only ten cubits." 


The Gemara asks: And why must one reduce the width in this man- 
ner? One could also prepare a board a cubit and a half wide, and 
distance himself two cubits, and then prepare another board a cubit 
and a half wide, leaving the alleyway with an opening of only ten 
cubits. Apparently, one may conclude from the fact that Rav Yehuda 
did not suggest this possibility that if the standing segment of a wall 
is greater than the breached segment only when one combines the 
standing segments from two directions, i.e., both sides of the breach, 
it is not considered as though the standing segment were greater. 


The Gemara rejects this: Actually, I would say to you that ordinarily 
it is considered as standing even when one must combine the stand- 
ing segments on the two sides of the breach. However, it is different 
here, as the air, i.e., the one and a half cubit opening, of this one side 
of the far board and the air, i.e., the ten cubit opening, of this other 
side of the board come together and negate it. Therefore, in this case, 
the board that is farther from the wall cannot serve to close off the 


alleyway. 


Diminishing the entrance of a wide alleyway — 3 nyy 
ant: If the entrance to an alleyway is twenty cubits wide, a low, 
thin board at least ten handbreadths high and four cubits wide 
should be positioned down the middle of the alleyway, form- 
ing two alleyways. A cross beam that reaches from one wal 
he other wall should be placed a 
he entrance to these two alleyways. Care should be taken tha 
he board or within three 
handbreadths of it (Rashba; Rosh). The two new alleyways mus 
each meet all the conditions of an alleyway in which carry- 
ing is permitted. The section of the alleyway from the board to 
he back wall is considered an L-shaped alleyway (Beit Yosef). 
Some commentaries state that it does not have the halakha o 
an L-shaped alleyway unless the distance between the board 
o the back wall is greater than ten cubits (Rema, based on 
he Rosh; Rabbeinu Yeruham and others; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 


of the original alleyway to 


he cross beam is positioned above 


Hayyim 363:33). 


Diminishing the entrance of a wide alleyway — 'ian noynt 
amt: Rav Yehuda proposed an alternate method to diminish the 
entrance to the alleyway, positioning a thin board across the 


HALAKHA 
alleyway entrance. There are several ways to accomplish this. If 
the alleyway is twenty cubits wide, one can prepare a thin board 

three cubits wide at a distance of two cubits from each of the 

alleyway’s walls. 

Another method involves preparing a thin board that is a 
cubit and a half wide at a distance of one cubit from the al- 
leyway wall. Then, another thin board, a cubit and a half wide, 
is prepared a cubit away from the first thin board. A matching 
set of thin boards is then prepared on the other side of the al- 
leyway’s entrance. 

Yet another method is to prepare a thin board, two cubits 
and four handbreadths wide, at a distance of two cubits and 
two handbreadths from the alleyway wall and to do the same 
on the other side (Maggid Mishne in the name of the Rashba). 


All these methods are accepted in the Gemara. The basic 
principle of these constructions is that the width of the thin 
board should be greater than the space between it and the wall, 
in keeping with the principle that the standing segment must be 
greater than the breached segment from one direction (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:34). 


NOTES 
One may stick a reed in the center — imyyraa mp Yi: 
According to the Jerusalem Talmud, the cross beam is 
invalid only if it rests solely on the reed inserted in the 
center. However, if it rests on the alleyway’s two walls as 
well, it is valid. However, the Babylonian Talmud did not 
accept this assumption. 


BACKGROUND 


Board three cubits wide - vow pa: The image depicts 
an alleyway fifteen cubits wide in which a board of three 
cubits has been set up across its entrance, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Yehuda. 


Board placed across alleyway’s entrance 


Board a cubit and a half — nym mats DS: This image is an 
etching of a different construction that can be used to di- 
minish the width of an alleyway, namely, using two boards, 
each a cubit and a half in width, as stated by the Gemara. 
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Two boards placed across alleyway’s entrance 
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NOTES 
Lest one abandon the larger entrance — 731 KIND paw: 
The Ra’avad states that this concern applies only in a case 
where the cross beam does not span the entire width of the 
alleyway. However, if the cross beam spans the breached 
section as well, it makes no difference through which en- 
rance one passes. 


In what way is this different from the opinion of Rabbi 
Ami — 3% °2717 KI INA: Many commentaries explain 
hat this question does not refer to the statement of Rabbi 
Ami and Rabbi Asi concerning an alleyway that is breached 
on its side wall close to its entrance. Rather, it is referring to 
heir statement permitting a large breach at the side of an al- 
eyway of up to ten cubits, without concern as to how many 
people might pass through this breach (Rashba). 


The leather covering of a stool - xboya qiy: Some com- 
mentaries explain that this case involves the ritual impu- 
rity of the leather itself, contracted when a zav sat on the 
stool, as a certain minimum measure. The question, then, 
is whether or not the hole combines with the leather to 
complete the minimal measurement for these purposes 
(Ra'avad; Rav Shimshon of Saens). 


——— HALAKHA 

Large and small entrances - bina p nna: When dimin- 
ishing a wide alleyway by placing thin boards across its 
entrance, one must be careful not to make a habit of passing 
through the small entrance between the wall and the board. 
If one does so, carrying in the alleyway can be permitted 
only by means of the form of a doorway, as is implied by 
the statements of the Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
363:34). 


LANGUAGE 
Stool [asla] - xbpy: This word also appears in its more 
common form, asla, with the first letter an alef rather than 
an ayin. It originates from the Latin sella, seat, or the Greek 
oéMa, sella, or ceMiov, sellion, meaning chair. In its original 
form, and especially in our sources, it refers to a toilet seat. 
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The Gemara suggests: And one could instead prepare a board 
one cubit wide and distance himself one cubit, and prepare 
another board of a cubit and distance himself one cubit, and 
prepare a third board of one cubit, thus ensuring that the 
open space is not greater than the standing segment on both 
sides. Apparently, since Rav Yehuda did not suggest this pos- 
sibility, one may conclude from this that if the standing seg- 
ment of a wall is equal to the breached segment, carrying in 
the alleyway is prohibited. 


The Gemara rejects this assumption: Actually, I would say to 
you that ordinarily carrying is permitted in that case. But here 
it is different, since the air, the opening, on this side of the 
board and the air, the opening, on that side of the board come 
together and negate the effectiveness of the board. 


The Gemara suggests: And one could distance himself one 
cubit from the wall, and prepare a board ofa cubit anda half, 
and distance himself another cubit, and prepare another 
board of a cubit and a half. In this manner, one could dimin- 
ish the width of the entrance of the alleyway to ten cubits. 


The Gemara answers: Yes, it is indeed so; this would work 
equally as well. But the Sages did not burden him this much, 
requiring him to prepare two boards where one suffices. 


The Gemara raises a new issue: But let us be concerned lest 
one abandon use of the larger entrance," which is ten cubits 
wide, and begin to enter the alleyway through the smaller 
entrance, which has a width of two cubits. This would negate 
the larger opening’s status as an entrance and render the al- 
leyway unfit for one to carry within it, as it would no longer 
have an entrance with a side post. Rav Adda bar Mattana said: 
The presumption is that a person does not abandon a larger 
entrance and enter instead through a smaller entrance." 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: And in what way is this differ- 
ent from the opinion of Rabbi Ami" and Rabbi Asi, who 
maintain that in the case of an alleyway that is breached on its 
side wall close to its entrance, if the breach is large enough for 
one to enter through it, carrying in the alleyway is prohibited? 
There, too, such a breach should not be problematic, as a per- 
son does not abandon a larger entrance to enter through a 
smaller one. 


The Gemara answers: There, in the case of Rabbi Ami and 
Rabbi Asi, the smaller entrance reduces his walking distance. 
If one approaches the alleyway from the side, the smaller en- 
trance provides a shortcut, and therefore one might enter 
through it as well. However, here, in the case of the two en- 
trances one two cubits and one ten cubits, it does not reduce 
his walking distance, as both openings are situated at the front 
of the alleyway. 


The Gemara returns to the issue of the standing segment that 
is greater than the breached segment. We learned in the 
Tosefta there, in tractate Kelim: The leather covering ofa stool 
[asla]" and its hole join together to complete a handbreadth 
with regard to ritual impurity imparted by a tent over a corpse. 
Any person, vessel, or food that is beneath a covering that is at 
least a handbreadth in size together with a portion of a corpse 
of at least an olive-bulk becomes ritually impure with impu- 
rity imparted by a corpse. The baraita teaches that the leather 
covering ofa stool and its hole combine to complete the mea- 
sure ofa handbreadth. 


The Gemara asks: What is the leather covering of a stool re- 
ferred to in the Tosefta? Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rav 
Yohanan said: The leather covering of a bathroom. 
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The Gemara asks: And how large can the hole be and still com- 
bine with the leather covering to complete the handbreadth? 
When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said: 
Two fingers of leather from here, on one side, and two fingers 
of leather from here, on the other side, and a space of two 
fingers for the hole in the middle. However, when Ravin came 
from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said: A finger and a half of 
leather from here, and a finger and a half on the leather from 
here, and a space of a single finger for the hole in the middle. 


Abaye said to Rav Dimi: Do the two of you, yourself and Ravin, 

disagree in principle? Rav Dimi said to him: No, rather this, 
Ravin’s statement, is referring to the large finger, i.e., the thumb, 
and this, my own statement, is referring to the small finger, the 
pinkie, and we do not disagree." Both were describing one 
handbreadth, which equals the width of four thumbs or six 
pinkies. 


Abaye said to him: This is not so [la'ei]. You disagree, and you 

disagree with regard to the halakha in a case where the stand- 
ing segment of a wall is greater than the breached segment only 
when one combines the standing segments from two direc- 
tions, i.e., both sides of the breached segment. According to 
you, this wall is considered as standing, even when one must 
combine the standing segments from two directions. Accord- 
ing to Ravin, if the standing segment on one side of the breach 
is greater, the wall is considered as standing; however, if the 
standing segment is greater only after combining the standing 
segments from the two directions, it is not considered as 
standing. 


Abaye continues: For if it should enter your mind to say that 
you do not disagree, but simply refer to the same measures by 
different names, to express his opinion, Ravin should have said 
as follows: A finger and a third of leather from here, and a 
finger and a third of leather from here, and a space of a finger 
and a third for the hole in the middle. In this case, there would 
still be a handbreadth in total, but each side of leather alone 
would not be larger than the space in the middle. The fact that 
Ravin presented a case where the hole in the middle is smaller 
than the width of the leather on either side indicates that his 
dispute with Rav Dimi is a fundamental one. 


Rav Dimi responds: Rather, what do you wish to say, that we 
disagree? If so, to express the opinion attributed to me, I should 
have said as follows: A finger and two thirds of leather from 
here, and a finger and two thirds of leather from here, and a 
space of two fingers and two thirds in the middle. This would 
provide a more striking case where, despite the fact that the 
breach is much greater than the standing segments on either of 
its sides, the two standing segments combine together so that 
the standing segments are considered greater than the breached 
segment. 


Rather, if there is room to say that we disagree, our dispute 
relates to a different point, and we argue in the case where the 
breached segment is exactly equal to the standing segment on 
each side. According to Ravin, it is considered breached; while 
according to Rav Dimi, it is considered standing. 


The Gemara returns to the mishna: If the entrance to the alley- 
way has an opening in the form of a doorway, then, even if it 
is wider than ten cubits, one need not diminish its width. The 
Gemara comments: We find that an opening in the form of a 
doorway" is effective to permit carrying in an alleyway with 
regard to its width, i.e., when its entrance is more than ten cubits 
wide, and that a cornice is effective with regard to its height, 
i.e., when it is more than twenty cubits high. 


NOTES 
Do you disagree...and we do not disagree — APB ” 
ws xb): The two rulings with regard to the measure of a 
stool were cited separately, and it was unclear even to those 
who transmitted them how to reconcile them. Did they 
reflect a difference of opinion due to a retraction on Rabbi 
Yohanan’s part or because one of them erred in transmission 
of the tradition? Are they both expressing the same idea but 
in two different ways? Did Rabbi Yohanan himself repeat the 
same idea twice in different words, but with identical mean- 
ing? Consequently, Abaye, who commented only on what 
he heard from Rav Dimi, and Rav Dimi himself could not 
disagree definitively over the meaning of Rav Dimi’s words. 


LANGUAGE 

Not so [laei - mgh: The root of the word and its meaning 
have not been sufficiently clarified. According to Rashi, it 
means in truth or indeed. Some maintain that the word 
is a shortened form of the Hebrew expression /o hi or the 
Aramaic phrase /a hei, both meaning not so. The Arukh claims 
that it is a compound of two words: The Aramaic /a and the 
Greek vidg, huios, meaning son. The word lafi then means: 
No, my son. 


HALAKHA 
The form of a doorway — nnan ny: If the entrance to an 
alleyway has a doorframe, it is unnecessary to diminish the 
width of the entrance, even if it is greater than ten cubits, as 
stated by the mishna (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 362:10). 
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NOTES 


A cornice with regard to the alleyway’s width — jama XVN: 

The question appears to be related to the basic reason for the 
leniency in the case of a cornice. If the cornice is effective because 
its ornamentation causes it to stand out and attract people's at- 
tention even when the cross beam is much higher than twenty 
cubits, that would not be relevant to the case of an alleyway 
whose entrance is more than ten cubits wide. If, however, the 
cornice is effective due to its importance and its ability to turn 

an opening into an entrance, then the leniency should apply to a 
wide alleyway just as it applies to a high alleyway (Geon Yaakov). 


HALAKHA 


A cornice with regard to the alleyway’s width - ia xaos 
an: If an alleyway is more than ten cubits wide, a cornice does 
not render carrying in the alleyway permitted. This issue was not 
resolved in the Gemara. Although the halakha is lenient in cases 
of uncertainty involving a rabbinic prohibition such as this, the 
halakha is stringent in this case, because the rationale to prohibit 
is convincing (Beit Yosef, Tur, Orah Hayyim 363). 


Form of a doorway — nna my: The form of a doorway renders 
it permitted for one to carry even where the breach is greater than 
the standing segment of the walls, and even where the opening 
is more than ten cubits. This is in accordance with the Gemara’s 
conclusion, as even Rabbi Yohanan accepts this halakha (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 362210). 
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The Gemara asks: Whatis the halakha in the opposite situation? 
Does an opening in the form of a doorway also serve to permit 
carrying in an alleyway that is more than twenty cubits high? 


The Gemara answers: Come and hear the answer to this ques- 
tion, as it was taught in a baraita: If the cross beam placed over 
the entrance to an alleyway is higher than twenty cubits, one 

must diminish its height, but if the entrance has an opening in 

the form of a doorway, he need not diminish it. 


The Gemara asks: What is the effect ofa cornice with regard to 
the need to diminish the alleyway’s width?" Does the cornice 
render the alleyway fit for one to carry within it, even if the en- 
trance is more than ten cubits wide? The Gemara answers: 
Come and hear an answer as it was taught in a baraita: If the 
cross beam placed over the entrance to an alleyway is higher 
than twenty cubits, one must diminish its height, and if the 
alleyway is wider than ten cubits, one must diminish its width. 
However, if the entrance to the alleyway has an opening in the 
form of a doorway, he need not diminish it, and, similarly, if 
it has a cornice, he need not diminish it." 


The Gemara explains the proof it wishes to adduce from this 
baraita: What, is this statement with regard to the cornice not 
referring to the latter clause, i.e., the case of an alleyway that is 
wider than ten cubits, proving that a cornice can render an al- 
leyway otherwise too wide fit for one to carry within it? The 
Gemara refutes this argument: No, this statement is referring to 
the first clause of the baraita, that a cornice is effective for an 
alleyway more than twenty cubits high, but it tells us nothing 
about one that is more than ten cubits wide. 


With regard to the same issue, Rav Yehuda would teach the 
baraita to Hiyya bar Rav before Rav as follows: Ifthe entrance 
to an alleyway that is wider than ten cubits has an opening in 
the form ofa doorway, he need not diminish its width. Rav said 
to him: Teach him that the correct version of the baraita is: He 
must diminish its width. 


Rav Yosef said: From the statement of our teacher, Rav, who 
said that the entrance to an alleyway must be diminished even 
if it has an opening in the form of a doorway, we will learn that 
with regard to a courtyard, the walls of which are mostly en- 
trances and windows, it is not permitted to carry within it even 
by having an opening in the form of a doorway. Even if the 
entrances have an opening in the form of a doorway, this does 
not render a mostly breached courtyard wall into a closed wall." 


What is the reason? Since an opening of more than ten cubits 
renders it prohibited for one to carry in an alleyway, and like- 
wise when the breached segment of a wall that is greater than 
its standing segment renders it prohibited for one to carry in 
a courtyard, the following claim can be made: Just as, according 
to Rav, in the case of an opening more than ten cubits wide that 
renders it prohibited for one to carry in an alleyway, carrying 
in the alleyway is not permitted by the form of a doorway in 
the opening, so too a case where breached segment of a wall is 
greater than its standing segment that renders it prohibited 
for one to carry in a courtyard, carrying in the courtyard is not 
permitted by the form of a doorway in the opening. 
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The Gemara rejects this argument: What is the basis for com- 
parison to an opening that is more than ten cubits wide that 

renders it prohibited for one to carry in an alleyway? It is not 
permitted by having an opening in the form of a doorway be- 
cause you did not permit an opening of that size with regard 

to the case of upright boards surrounding a well, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir. Can you say the same 

in a case where the breached segment of a wall is greater than 

the standing segment that renders it prohibited for one to 

carry in a courtyard, that carrying in the courtyard will not be 

permitted by the form of a doorway? That situation is clearly 
not as severe a problem, as you permitted carrying with regard 

to upright boards surrounding a well according to everyone. 
Consequently, no comparison can be made between the case 

of an opening wider than ten cubits in an alleyway and a parti- 
tion in which the breached segment is greater than the standing 
segment in a courtyard. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the following baraita sup- 
ports this opinion that the form of a doorway is ineffective in a 
case where the breached segments of a wall are greater than its 
standing segments: With regard to the area enclosed by these 
walls that most of them consist of entrances and windows, it 
is permitted to carry on Shabbat therein, provided that the 
standing segments are greater than the breached segments. 


The Gemara first analyzes the wording of the baraita: The Ge- 
mara analyzes the formulation of the baraita: Can it enter your 
mind that the baraita is referring to a case where most of the 
walls are entrances and windows? If so, the standing segments 
are not greater than the breached segments. Rather, emend the 
baraita: Carrying in the area enclosed by these walls to which 
he added many entrances and windows is permitted, pro- 
vided that the standing segments are greater than the 
breached segments. Apparently, if the breached segments are 
greater than the standing segments, carrying is not permitted 
even if the breaches are in the form of doorways. 


Rav Kahana said that his is not an absolute proof: When this 
baraita was taught, it was taught with regard to broken en- 
trances [pithei shima'ei]""! that lack the proper form of doorways. 


The Gemara asks: What are broken entrances? Rav Rehumei 
and Rav Yosef disagreed on the matter. One said that they do 
not have proper doorposts, and the other one said that they 
do not have lintels above the openings. 


The Gemara comments: And even Rabbi Yohanan holds that 
opinion of Ray, that an opening in the form of a doorway does 
not permit carrying if the opening is more than ten cubits wide. 
As Ravin bar Rav Adda said that Rabbi Yitzhak said: There 
was an incident involving a person from the valley of Beit 
Hortan who stuck four poles [kunddeisin]‘ into the ground in 
the four corners" of his field, and stretched a vine over them,’ 
creating the form of a doorway on each side. He intended to seal 
the area so that he would be permitted to plant a vineyard in 
close proximity without creating a forbidden mixture of diverse 
kinds in a vineyard. And the case came before the Sages, and 
they permitted him to consider it sealed with regard to diverse 


kinds. 


And Reish Lakish said: Just as they permitted him to con- 
sider it sealed with regard to diverse kinds, so too they permit- 
ted him to consider it sealed with regard to Shabbat, i.e., they 
permitted carrying within this area. Rabbi Yohanan said: With 
regard to diverse kinds, they permitted him to consider it 
sealed, however, with regard to Shabbat, they did not permit 
him to do so. 


NOTES 


Broken entrances — Ħa» *Mm9: The Arukh explains that a 
construction without a roof is referring to the common practice 
of building a small roof over a gate for protection against heat 
and cold. In the case of broken entrances, this roof was not in 
place. Some geonim have a variant reading: Does not have 
shakfei, to mean that broken entrances are missing a lintel 
mashkof] above the opening. Other commentaries understand 
hat shakfei is referring to that part of the doorpost into which 
he hinge of the door is inserted. 


Poles in the four corners — i325 yawa pporyp: Rabbeinu 
Hananel explains that reeds stood between the side posts, 
each one less than three handbreadths apart from the next. The 
reeds serve as a partition, in part because the vines keep them 
rom falling over. Rashba and other commentaries understand 
hat this explanation is supported in the Jerusalem Talmud. 


LANGUAGE 

Broken entrances [pithei shimaʻei] — 1a" "Tuya: Rashi tries to 
find a Hebrew source and root for the term shimaei. Tosafot cite 
Rabbeinu Hananel's interpretation that it means the entrance 
to Eretz Yisrael. Rabbeinu Hananel's statement is based not only 
on the expression the land of the sons of Shem, but also on the 
Arabic el, sham, which is the traditional name for Syria and 
Eretz Yisrael, as stated in the Arukh. 


Poles [kunddeisin] — ppinp: From the Greek word Kovtéc, 
kontos, contus in Latin, meaning a side post or a sharp-edged 
pole. 


BACKGROUND 
SII TVS: 


Broken entrances — 


Opening that is lacking doorposts and is merely a breach in the wall 


Poles and vines — niinn ponp: 


Four poles over which a grapevine has been stretched, transforming the space 
between the poles into the form of a doorway 
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NOTES 
The form of a doorway from the side - p nnsa nns 
‘¥: Some geonim, as well as Rabbeinu Hananel and 
Rif, explain this in a completely different manner: The 
person constructed a doorframe properly, but instead 
of placing it in the center of the breach, he positioned 
it near the wall or in a corner. 


HALAKHA 

The form of a doorway from the side - p nnsa nns 
‘17: The form of a doorway that is constructed so that 
the horizontal cross beam is on the side, rather than 
on top, of the two vertical posts is not considered the 
form of a doorway with regard to the halakhot of Shab- 
bat. This principle is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Hisda (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 362:11). 
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The Gemara clarifies: With what case are we dealing here? If you 
say that he draped the vines on the posts from the side, rather than 
on top of them, didn’t Rav Hisda say with regard to Shabbat: If one 
constructed an opening in the form ofa doorway from the side," 
he has done nothing? 


Rather, it must be that he set the vines on top of the posts. And in 
what circumstances did Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish disagree? 
Ifyou say that the posts were set at a distance of ten cubits from each 
other, would Rabbi Yohanan say in that case that with regard to 
Shabbat, they did not permit him to consider the area sealed? Ev- 
eryone agrees that the form of a doorway is effective for an entrance 
that is only ten cubits wide. 


Rather, isn’t it referring to a case where the posts were more than 
ten cubits apart? Apparently, Rabbi Yohanan agrees with Rav, that 
an opening in the form of a doorway does not permit carrying if the 
original opening is wider than ten cubits. 


The Gemara refutes this proof: No, actually it is referring to a case 
where the posts were ten cubits apart, and the person attached the 
vines to the posts from the side. And Reish Lakish and Rabbi 
Yohanan disagree with regard to the opinion of Rav Hisda. Reish 
Lakish maintains that the form of a doorway is effective even when 
the horizontal cross beam is attached to the vertical posts from the 
side, and Rabbi Yohanan agrees with Rav Hisda that a form of a 
doorway is ineffective for the purpose of carrying on Shabbat when 
constructed in such a manner. 


The Gemara comments: But it is possible to raise a contradiction 
between this statement of Rabbi Yohanan and another statement 
of Rabbi Yohanan; and it is possible to raise a contradiction be- 
tween this statement of Reish Lakish and another statement of 
Reish Lakish. As Reish Lakish said in the name of Rabbi Yehuda, 
son of Rabbi Hanina: 


A braid of vines plaited around poles to form a partition is permitted 
with regard to diverse kinds, i.e., it is considered a partition that 
renders planting grapevines in close proximity to other crops permit- 
ted, but not with regard to Shabbat. And Rabbi Yohanan said: 
Just as such a braid is not considered a partition with regard to 
Shabbat, so too it is not considered a partition with regard to di- 
verse kinds. Their opinions in the dispute here apparently contradict 
their opinions in the dispute cited above. 


Granted, the apparent contradiction between one statement of 
Reish Lakish and the other statement of Reish Lakish poses no 
difficulty, as this statement, according to which such a braid of vines 
is an effective partition even with regard to Shabbat, reflects his own 
opinion; that statement, according to which it is an effective parti- 
tion only with regard to diverse kinds, reflects the opinion of his 
teacher, Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi Hanina. However, the apparent 
contradiction between one statement of Rabbi Yohanan and the 
other statement of Rabbi Yohanan, poses a difficulty. 


Granted, if you say that there, where Rabbi Yohanan ruled that a 
braid of vines is an effective partition with regard to diverse kinds, it 
is referring to a case where the vines were placed on top of the posts, 
while here, where he rules that it is ineffective even with regard to 
diverse kinds, it is referring to a case where they were attached to the 
posts from the side, it works out well. However, if you say that both 
this and that are cases where the vines were attached from the side, 
what is there to say? 
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The Gemara answers: Actually, both this and that are cases where the 
vines were attached to the side posts from the side. There, where 
Rabbi Yohanan ruled that the braid is an effective partition with regard 
to diverse kinds, it is referring to a case where the poles were only ten 
cubits apart; here, where he rules that it is ineffective even with regard 
to diverse kinds, it is referring to a case where the poles were more 
than ten cubits apart. 


And from where do you say that we distinguish between an opening 
of ten cubits and an opening of more than ten cubits? As Rabbi 

Yohanan said to Reish Lakish: That is not the way that the incident 

transpired. As Rabbi Yehoshua went to Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri to 

study Torah, even though Rabbi Yehoshua himself was an expert" 

in the halakhot of diverse kinds and found him sitting among the 

trees, and Rabbi Yehoshua stretched a vine from one tree to an- 
other and said to him: Rabbi, if there are grapevines here, in the 

enclosed area, what is the halakha with regard to sowing diverse kinds 

of seeds here, on the other side of the partition? Rabbi Yohanan ben 

Nuri said to him: In a case where the trees are only ten cubits apart, 
it is permitted; however, where they are more than ten cubits apart, 
it is prohibited. 


The Gemara clarifies the case: With what are we dealing here? If you 

say that the vines were placed on top of the trees, when they are more 

than ten cubits apart is it prohibited? But wasn’t it taught in a barai- 
ta with regard to diverse kinds: If there were forked reeds there and 

he plaited a braid of vines above them, then even if the reeds were 

set more than ten cubits apart, it is permitted? With regard to diverse 

kinds, the form ofa doorway when properly constructed is certainly 
effective. 


Rather, is it not referring to a case where he attached the vines to the 
trees from the side, and he is saying to him: In a case where the trees 
are only ten cubits apart, it is permitted; however, in a case where the 
trees are more than ten cubits apart, it is prohibited? The Gemara 
concludes: Indeed, learn from it that there is a distinction between 
poles that are ten cubits apart and poles that are more than ten cubits 
apart, and that this distinction resolves the contradiction between the 
two statements of Rabbi Yohanan. 


The Gemara now examines the matter itself with regard to Rav 
Hisda’s statement cited above. Rav Hisda said: If one prepared an 
opening in the form of a doorway from the side,’ placing the hori- 
zontal cross beam to the sides, rather than on top, of the vertical posts, 
he has not done anything. 


And Rav Hisda also said: The opening in the form of a doorway of 
which the Sages spoke must be strong enough to mount a door in 
it, and even if it is merely a flimsy door of straw." 


Reish Lakish said in the name of Rabbi Yannai: The opening in the 
form of a doorway requires a mark in the doorpost for hinges. The 
Gemara asks: What is a mark for hinges? Rav Avya said: Loops 
[avkata]" into which the hinge is inserted, so that it will be possible 
to mount a door in the doorway. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Aha, the son of Rav Avya, once found 
the students of Rav Ashi and said to them: Did the Master, Rav Ashi, 
say anything with regard to an opening in the form of a doorway? 
They said to him: He said nothing," implying that an indication for 
hinges is unnecessary. 


A Sage taught a baraita: The form of a doorway of which they spoke 
consists of a reed from here, on one side, and a reed from there, on 
the opposite side, and a reed on top of them. The Gemara asks: Need 
the lower reeds reach high enough to touch the upper reed, or do 
they not need to touch it?" Rav Nahman said: They do not need to 
touch it; and Rav Sheshet said: They need to touch it. 


NOTES 
Even though Rabbi Yehoshua was an expert - 4X 
paw by: Although Rabbi Yehoshua was an expert 
in the halakhot of forbidden mixtures of diverse kinds 
[kilayim], nevertheless, he went to study with Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Nuri, because the latter had an ac- 
cepted tradition with regard to these halakhot (Meiri). 


Loops [avkata] - NOPIN: Some commentaries ex- 
plain that the term avkata is referring to holes in the 
threshold and in the lintel into which the hinge of the 
door is inserted (Rashi and others). Other authorities 
explain that avkata is referring to metal hardware that 
is attached to the doorpost, into which the hinge of 
the door is placed (geonim). 


He said nothing - abe xh) ‘vats xb: The Rosh ex- 
plains that he asked them whether they had heard 
anything new with regard to this issue in Rav Ashi’s 
study hall. Since they had nothing new to report, it 
was Rav Aha who said to them that a Sage taught 
the following baraita: The opening in the form of a 
doorway of which they spoke, etc. 


BACKGROUND 
Opening in the form of a doorway from the side - 
‘3¥7 ja nnay My: When the horizontal cross beam 
does not rest on the vertical posts of a doorframe, it 
does not permit carrying on Shabbat. 


Form of a doorway with cross beam attached to sides of vertical posts 


HALAKHA 


The strength of the form of a doorway - muy prin 
nna: A halakhic form of a doorway must be sturdy 
enough to support an actual door, even if it is made 
only out of straw. This requirement applies only to 
the doorposts (Jerusalem Talmud; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 362:11). 


The lintel of an opening in the form of a door- 
frame - nga My ipw: The horizontal cross beam 
that serves as the lintel of the doorframe need not 
touch the vertical posts. Even if it is several cubits 
higher than them, it is permitted, as long as the cross 
beam is positioned directly above them. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Nahman, 
since the baraita concerning an arched gateway sup- 
ports his opinion (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 362:11). 
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— ma 


Rav Gadda and the members of the Exilarch’s court - x13 37 
nyin wx wat: Apparently, the members of the Exilarch’s 
court thought at first that Rav Gadda had acted on his own 
initiative, and they believed that he had no authority to act 
contrary to the opinion of Rabbi Nahman, who was one of 
the leading authorities of the generation. However, when they 
realized that he was carrying out the orders of Rav Sheshet, 
they released him from jail (Rav Ya'akov Emden). 


———__ BACKGROUND) ——__ 


Arched gateway - 7933 "WwyT Ww: 


Arched gateway that can be hollowed out along the dotted line to complete the 
necessary size of the opening 


Arched gateway that cannot be hollowed out to complete the necessary size 
of the opening 
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The Gemara relates that Rav Nahman went ahead and per- 
formed an action in the house of the Exilarch in accordance 
with his own opinion. He constructed an opening in the form 
of a doorway such that the upper reed was not in contact with 
the lower reeds. Rav Sheshet said to his attendant, Rav Gadda: 
Go, remove those reeds and throw them away. The attendant 
went, removed the reeds, and threw them away. Members of 
the Exilarch’s court found him’ and imprisoned him for de- 
stroying the form of a doorway that permitted them to carry. Rav 
Sheshet went and stood at the door of the prison, and called 
out to him: Gadda, go out and come to me. The Exilarch’s men 
released him, and he went out and came to Rav Sheshet. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Sheshet once found Rabba bar 
Shmuel and said to him: Did the Master teach anything with 
regard to the halakhot of the form of a doorway? He said to 
him: Yes, we learned in a baraita: With regard to an arched 
gateway, Rabbi Meir deems the owner obligated to affix a 
mezuza, and the Rabbis deem him exempt. However, they 
both agree that if its supports, the vertical sides of the gate 
before it arches, are ten handbreadths high, that the gate 
requires a mezuza. 


In order to explain the dispute, Abaye said: Everyone agrees 
that if the entire arch is ten handbreadths high, but its supports 
are less than three handbreadths high, or, alternatively, if its 
supports are three handbreadths high but the entire archis less 
than ten handbreadths high, the arch requires no mezuza at all. 
Both of these gateways lack the requisite parameters of the form 
of a doorway to require a mezuza. 


Where they disagree is in a case where the supports are three 

handbreadths high and the entire arch is ten handbreadths high, 
and at the height of ten handbreadths the arch is less than four 

handbreadths wide; however, there is room to carve out the 

area to complete it to four handbreadths, so that the opening 

of the arch measures four handbreadths wide and ten hand- 
breadths high.” 


Abaye explains the dispute: Rabbi Meir holds that one carves 
out the area to complete the four handbreadths, i.e., the arch is 
considered as though it has already been carved out, and the 
opening has the necessary dimensions. And the Rabbis hold 
that one does not carve out the arch to complete the four 
handbreadths. Since the opening is not actually four hand- 
breadths wide at a height of ten handbreadths, no mezuza need 
be affixed. Rabba bar Shmuel indicates that everyone agrees that 
the lintel need not touch the doorposts of the entrance; if the 
arch’s opening were four handbreadths wide at a height of ten 
handbreadths, it would require a mezuza even though the ceiling 
is separated by the arch and does not touch the doorposts di- 
rectly. So too, with regard to the form of a doorway, the upper 
reed need not touch the lower reeds, contrary to the opinion of 
Rav Sheshet. 


Rav Sheshet said to Rabba bar Shmuel: If you find them, do 
not say to the members of the Exilarch’s household anything 
with regard to this baraita of an arched gateway, as it is proof 
against my opinion. 


MI S H N A There is a basic dispute with regard to the 


method of rendering an alleyway fit for 
one to carry within it on Shabbat. Beit Shammai say: Both a 
side post and a cross beam are required. Beit Hillel say: Either 
a side post ora cross beam. Rabbi Eliezer says: Two side posts 
are required, one on each side of the alleyway. 
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In the name of Rabbi Yishmael, one student said before Rabbi Aki- 
va: Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel did not disagree about an alleyway 
that is less than four cubits wide, as they both agree that carrying is 

rendered permitted by either a side post or a cross beam. With regard 

to what did they disagree? It is with regard to an alleyway that is 

wider than four cubits, and up to ten cubits wide; as Beit Shammai 

say: It requires both a side post and a cross beam. And Beit Hillel say: 
It requires either a side post or a cross beam. Rabbi Akiva said to the 

disciple: It is not so, as they disagree both about this case, i.e., an al- 
leyway that is less than four cubits wide, and about that case, i.e., an 

alleyway that is between four and ten cubits wide. 


G E M ARA Before clarifying the various opinions in the 


mishna, the Gemara seeks to determine: In 
accordance with whose opinion was this mishna taught? Apparently, 
it is neither in accordance with the opinion of Hananya, nor in ac- 
cordance with the unattributed opinion of the first tanna of the barai- 
ta, who disagree about an alleyway that is open to a public domain on 
two opposite sides. The dispute is whether the form of a doorway on 
one end and a side post and a cross beam on the other end suffice to 
render it permitted for one to carry within it, or whether actual doors 
are required, at least on one end. However, they both agree that a side 
post and a cross beam alone are not effective. Since at this point the 
Gemara assumes that the dispute in the mishna between Beit Shammai 
and Beit Hillel applies to all alleyways, whether closed on one side or 
open on two opposite sides to the public domain, these opinions reflect 
an entirely different position. 


Rav Yehuda said that this is what the mishna is saying: How is a 
closed alleyway rendered fit for one to carry within it on Shabbat? Beit 
Shammai say: It requires both a side post and a cross beam. And Beit 
Hillel say: Either a side post or a cross beam. 


The Gemara discusses the basis of each opinion. Beit Shammai say: It 
requires both a side post and a cross beam. Is that to say that Beit 
Shammai hold that in order for an area to be considered a private do- 
main, four partitions are required by Torah law? Since a side post with 
a cross beam qualifies as a partition, the fact that they do not permit 
carrying within an alleyway without a side post indicates that they 
maintain that a private domain requires four partitions. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: No, there is no proof, as one cannot 
conclude the parameters for a private domain based on the number of 
walls required to permit carrying. As with regard to the Torah prohibi- 
tion to throw an object into a private domain from the public domain, 
once an enclosed area has three partitions, one is liable by Torah law. 
However, to permit one to carry an object within a private domain, the 
Rabbis decreed that it is not permitted until there are partitions on all 
four sides. 


The Gemara attempts to draw an inference from that which Beit Hillel 
say: Either a side post or a cross beam is required. Is that to say that 
Beit Hillel hold that at least three partitions are required by Torah 
law, and that an area with fewer is not considered a private domain? 


The Gemara rejects this argument as well: No proof can be cited from 
here. With regard to the Torah prohibition to throw an object into a 
private domain from the public domain, once an enclosed area has 
merely two partitions, one is liable by Torah law. However, to permit 
one to carry an object within a private domain, the Rabbis decreed that 
it is not permitted until there are partitions on three sides. A cross 
beam and a side post do not function as partitions but merely as con- 
spicuous markers, so that one does not mistakenly carry outside the 


alleyway. 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Eliezer says: Two side posts 
are required. A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Did Rabbi 
Eliezer intend to say that two side posts and a cross beam are required, 
adding a stringency to Beit Shammai’s opinion, that in addition to the 
cross beam not one, but two side posts are required? Or perhaps he 
intended to say that two side posts without a cross beam are required. 
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——— NOTES 
Rabbi Eliezer’s disciple - ay 7 bw toda: Rashba 
asks: According to which opinion in the mishna did that 
disciple act: The opinion of Beit Shammai or of Beit Hil- 
el? The Rashba explains that had the student acted in 
accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, he would 
have said so to his teacher. Rather, he acted according to 
he opinion of Beit Shammai, with whom Rabbi Eliezer 
concurs. However, the disciple understood that Rabbi 
Eliezer's opinion states that if a cross beam is present, 
wo side posts are no longer required. Consequently, his 
eacher informed him that a cross beam has no effect 
whatsoever; everything depends on the side posts. 


Am | required to close it up — P% X innidh 93%: In 
he Jerusalem Talmud, this dialogue serves as proof that 
Rabbi Eliezer rules that a side post must be at least three 
handbreadths wide, which is why the addition of another 
side post considerably narrows the width of the alleyway, 
giving it the appearance of being sealed. However, this is 
not the approach of the Babylonian Talmud. The Rashba 
explains that this is a case of a very narrow alleyway. 
Therefore, even a side post of minimal width is significant 
in sealing the entrance. Yet other commentaries explain 
this question as an indication that if two side posts and 
a cross beam are required, people would think that car- 
rying in an alleyway is permitted only if there are four 
complete walls. Rabbi Eliezer, responded that this indeed 
is the case. An alleyway must be closed on all four sides. 


BACKGROUND 
Side posts and a cross beam - 7117) pon: The illustra- 
tion shows an alleyway that has two side posts, one on 
each side, and a cross beam above, so that the entrance 
to the alleyway appears closed. 


Entrance to an alleyway with side posts and cross beam 
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Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from that which was 
related in the Tosefta. There was an incident involving Rabbi 
Eliezer, who went to Rabbi Yosei ben Perida, his disciple, 


at the town of Ovelin, and found him dwelling in an alleyway 
that had only one side post.’ He said to him: My son, set up 
another side post. Rabbi Yosei said to him: Am I required to 
close it up?" Rabbi Eliezer said to him: Let it be closed up; what 
does it matter? 


We learned in that same Tosefta: Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
said: Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel did not disagree about an 
alleyway whose width is less than four cubits, as they both agree 
that this alleyway does not require anything to render it permit- 
ted for one to carry within it." About what did they disagree? 
About an alleyway that is wider than four cubits, and up to ten 
cubits; as Beit Shammai say: It is permitted to carry within it only 
if there is both a side post and a cross beam, and Beit Hillel say: 
It requires either a side post or a cross beam. 


The Gemara explains the proof from this Tosefta. In any case, it 

teaches: Rabbi Yosei ben Perida said to Rabbi Eliezer: Am I re- 
quired to seal it? Granted, if you say that Rabbi Eliezer requires 

two side posts and a cross beam,’ for that reason the disciple said: 

Am I required to seal it? However, if you say that he requires side 

posts without a cross beam, what is the meaning of to seal it? The 

entrance to the alleyway remains open from above. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: No absolute proof can be cited 
from here, as perhaps this is what he is saying: Am I required to 
seal it with side posts? 


The Master said in the Tosefta: Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel said 
that Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel do not disagree about an al- 
leyway whose width is less than four cubits, as they both agree 
that it does not require anything to render it permitted to carry 
within it. But didn’t we learn in the mishna: A certain disciple 
said before Rabbi Akiva in the name of Rabbi Yishmael: Beit 
Shammai and Beit Hillel did not disagree about an alleyway 
whose width is less than four cubits, as they both agree that car- 
rying in an alleyway of that sort is permitted by either a side post 
or a cross beam. How could Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel have 
said that according to Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel even that 
minimal action is unnecessary? 


Rav Ashi said: This is what Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel is saying. 
It neither requires both a side post and a cross beam, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Beit Shammai, nor does it require two 
side posts, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer; 
rather, it requires either a side post or a cross beam, in accor- 
dance with the statement of Beit Hillel with regard to a large al- 
leyway. When it said that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel does not 
require anything, it meant anything more than that required by 
Beit Hillel. 


An alleyway whose width is less than four cubits — nina ‘ia 
yarn: An alleyway less than three handbreadths wide requires 
nothing added to permit carrying. Some authorities rule that 
even if it is less than four handbreadths wide, it does not require 


any additions to permit carrying within it. 


The first opinion is that of the Rambam, who ruled accord- 
ing to the Gemara's second answer explains that Rabbi Ahlei’s 


HALAKHA 
statement is the subject of a dispute between the tannaim, and 
the halakha follows Shmuel's statement rather than that of Rav 
Ahlei (Vilna Gaon). The second opinion is that of the Rashba and 
the Rosh, who maintain that an entrance must be at least four 
handbreadths wide, and that an individual opinion cited is the 
Gemara is insufficient proof with regard to this issue (Maggid 
Mishne; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:28). 
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The Gemara asks: And how narrow must an alleyway be so that it would 
not require even a side post, according to all opinions? Rav Ahlei said, 
and some say it was Rav Yehiel who said: Up to a width of four hand- 
breadths, the alleyway requires nothing in order to render it permitted 
for one to carry within it. 


Rav Sheshet said that Rav Yirmeya bar Abba said that Rav said: The 
Rabbis concede to Rabbi Eliezer with regard to the upright boards 
of a courtyard." That is to say, the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Eliezer 
only about the number of side posts needed to permit carrying within 
an alleyway. However, they agree that if a courtyard was breached into 
the public domain, it can be considered closed only if upright boards 
of wall, similar to side posts, remain on both sides of the breach. But 
Rav Nahman said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Eliezer with regard to the upright boards of wall that are 
required in a courtyard.’ 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Who are the Rabbis to whom Rav re- 
ferred when he stated that they concede to Rabbi Eliezer? He was refer- 
ring to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Furthermore, as Rav Nahman said that 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, one can 
learn by inference that the Sages dispute this issue as well. Who are 
the ones who disagree with Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? It is the Rabbis, as 
it was taught in a baraita: In a courtyard that was breached into the 
public domain, with the width of the breach not exceeding ten cubits, 
it is permitted to carry if one upright board remains on one side of the 
breach. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: It is permitted only if there remain 
two upright boards, one on each side of the breach. 


Rabbi Asi said that Rabbi Yohanan said: A courtyard that was 
breached requires two upright boards of wall on either side of the 
breach, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rab- 
bi Zeira said to Rabbi Asi: Did Rabbi Yohanan really say that? But 
weren't you the one who said in the name of Rabbi Yohanan: The 
upright boards in a courtyard must be four handbreadths wide? This 
indicates that only one board is necessary. And if you say that Rabbi 
Yohanan requires one upright four handbreadths board from here, one 
side of the breach, and one upright four handbreadths board from 
there, the other side of the breach, this is difficult. 


But didn’t Rav Adda bar Avimi teach the following baraita before 
Rabbi Hanina, and some say it was before Rabbi Hanina bar Pappi, 
with regard to the halakha governing a small courtyard that was 
breached along its entire length into a large courtyard. The baraita 
teaches that the residents of the large courtyard may use their courtyard 
even if the small courtyard has a width of ten cubits, and the large one 
has a width of eleven cubits. In this case, the difference between the 
length of the smaller courtyard and that of the larger courtyard is only 
one cubit, i.e., six handbreadths. Therefore, there cannot be upright 
boards of four handbreadths on each side, as together they would 
amount to more than a cubit. 


The Gemara resolves this difficulty: When Rabbi Zeira ascended from 
his sea travels," he explained the contradiction between the statements 
of Rav Yohanan in the following manner: If there is an upright board in 
only one direction, it must be four handbreadths, however, if there are 
upright boards from two directions, it suffices if there is any amount 
here, on one side, and any amount there, on the other side. 


And that which Adda bar Avimi taught with regard to the difference 
in size between the two courtyards is not universally accepted, as ac- 
cording to Rabbi Zeira it is sufficient if one courtyard is four hand- 
breadths larger than the other. Rather, it is in accordance with the view 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who requires two upright boards of wall in a 
breached courtyard. And furthermore, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who says that a side post 
must be at least three handbreadths wide. Consequently, the two up- 
right boards together must be at least six handbreadths, which is why 
the minimum difference between the smaller and the larger courtyards 
is a cubit. 


HALAKHA 

The upright boards of a courtyard - 1M "ps: If an 
entire wall of a courtyard was breached and the breach 
was less than ten cubits wide, the courtyard can be ren- 
dered fit for one to carry within it by means of a board 
four handbreadths wide on one side of the breach, or 
by means of two boards of minimal width on both 
sides of the breach. This halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Zeira, Rav Pappa, and Rav Huna, 
son of Rav Yehoshua. The same applies if a section of 
the wall remains. Carrying is permitted in the courtyard 
if there is a wall four handbreadths wide on one side, 
or a wall one handbreadth wide on each side. The Beit 
Yosef rules that the walls on either side can be less than 
one handbreadth wide (Rabbeinu Yehonatan; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:2). 


NOTES 

The halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Eliezer 
with regard to the upright boards in a courtyard — 
ayn pp ayy vate 390: Tosafot ask: Why did Rabbi 
ahman state that the halakha follows Rabbi Eliezer, 
rather than stating that the halakha follows Rabbi Ye- 
huda HaNasi? Some commentaries explain that Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi agrees with Rabbi Yosei and maintains 
hat a side post must be three handbreadths wide. 
Therefore, the Gemara emphasizes that the halakha 
ollows Rabbi Eliezer, who requires only two upright 
boards of minimal length (Josafot Yeshanim). 


When Rabbi Zeira ascended from his sea travels 
yamei] — "VN KPLI pop 13: The Ritva explains the 
erm yamei not as the plural of sea [yam] but the name 
of a particular place. 
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—— NOTES — 
| do not know - xp xd sax: The phrase means: | do not 
know how to resolve the contradiction, but | do know that 
Rav Yehuda permitted it, in accordance with the lenient 
opinion (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 
Suspended partition - mbn mgm: A suspended parti- 
tion is not considered a proper partition. However, it does 
permit carrying in a courtyard when it is suspended over 
water that entered the courtyard because the Sages were 
lenient with regard to water, as stated by Rav (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 355:3). 
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Rav Yosef said that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: A breached 
courtyard is permitted if one upright board of wall remains on 
one side of the breach. Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Did Shmuel re- 
ally say this? But didn’t Shmuel say to Rav Hananya bar Sheila: 
You must not perform an action, i.e., issue a ruling to permit car- 
rying in a breached courtyard, unless there remains standing either 
the majority of the wall or two upright boards on either side of 
the breach. 


Rav Yosef said to Abaye: I do not know how to resolve this 

contradiction." All I know is that there was an incident in a shep- 
herds’ village with regard to a narrow inlet of the sea that pene- 
trated a courtyard, breaching one ofits walls in its entirety, and the 

matter came before Rav Yehuda, and he required only one upright 

board of wall to remain in order to permit it. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: You speak of a narrow in inlet of the sea, 
but an inlet is different and nothing can be derived from that case, 
for we know that this is a leniency in which the Sages lessened the 
requirements in cases involving water. In these cases, the Sages did 
not require properly constructed partitions, but were satisfied with 
inferior ones. 


The Gemara supports the assertion that the Sages were more lax 
with regard to water from the following dilemma that Rabbi Tavla 
raised before Rav: Does a suspended partition permit carrying 
in a ruin? Do we say that the remnants of the walls that are sus- 
pended in the air are considered as if they descend to the ground, 
closing off the area so that it is regarded as a private domain? Rav 
said to him: A suspended partition" of this kind permits carrying 
only in the case of water; this is a leniency in which the Sages 
lessened the requirements in cases involving water. 


The Gemara continues: In any case, it is difficult. The contradiction 
between the conflicting statements of Shmuel remains unresolved. 


The Gemara resolves the difficulty: When Rav Pappa and Rav 
Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, came from the house of their teach- 
er, they explained the contradiction in the following manner: If 
there is an upright board from only one direction, it must be of 
four handbreadths; but if there are upright boards from two direc- 
tions, i.e., both sides of he breach, it suffices if there is a bit here, on 
one side, and bit here, on the other side. 


Rav Pappa said: If this issue is difficult for me to understand, this 
is my difficulty: For Shmuel said to Rav Hananya bar Sheila: You 
must not perform an action, i.e., issue a ruling to permit carrying 
in a breached courtyard, unless there remains standing either most 
of the wall or two upright boards on either side of the breach. 


The Gemara asks: Why do I need most of the wall? An upright 
board of four handbreadths should suffice. The Gemara further 
explains the difficulty: And if you say, what is the meaning of most 
of the wall mentioned here? It is referring to the special case where 
the wall is seven handbreadths wide, so that four handbreadths 
constitutes most of the wall, this too is difficult. Even if the wall is 
seven handbreadths wide, why do I require an upright board of four 
handbreadths to seal? Three handbreadths and any amount should 
suffice, as Rav Ahlei, and some say it was Rav Yehiel who said: A 
narrow alleyway up to four handbreadths wide requires nothing at 
all. Here too, after sealing up slightly more than three handbreadths, 
the remaining gap that remains is less than four handbreadths, so 
nothing further should be required. 


The Gemara answers: If you wish, say that here, the statement of 
Shmuel is referring to a courtyard, where even a breach of less than 
four handbreadths requires action. There, the statement of Rav 
Ahlei, is referring to an alleyway. And if you wish, say that the 
statement of Rav Ahlei is itself subject to a dispute between the 
tanna’im. 
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The Sages taught the following baraita: With regard to a narrow 
inlet of the sea that enters into a courtyard," partially breaching 
one of its walls, one may not fill water from it on Shabbat. The 
inlet is a karmelit, from which it is prohibited to carry into a private 
domain, e.g. a courtyard. This is the halakha unless there is a parti- 
tion ten handbreadths high at one side of the wall’s breach, which 
would incorporate the inlet as part of the courtyard. In what case 
is this statement said? Where the breach through which the water 
enters is more than ten cubits wide; but if it is only ten cubits wide, 
nothing is required.” 


The Gemara asks: The baraita indicates that one may not fill water 
from the inlet because that would involve carrying from a karmelit 
into a private domain, but in the courtyard itself one may indeed 
carry. But isn’t the courtyard breached along its entirety, i.e., more 
than ten cubits, into a place that is prohibited to it? Since it is 
prohibited to carry to or from the inlet, it should also be prohibited 
to carry within the courtyard itself. 


| NOTES — 


A narrow inlet of the sea that enters into a court- 
yard — ayn Dida D yw: Some commentaries explain 
that when the baraita says that “it has a partition,’ the 
reference is to the inlet, namely, that inlet itself was 


separated from the courtyard by ten handbreadths. 
This could occur, for example, if the sea formed a 
deep trench in the ground which it filled with water 
(see Rashba and Meiri). 
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The Gemara answers: With what are we dealing here in this baraita? 
It is a case where the wall has not been fully breached, but rather 
remnants" of the wall remain on each side (Rabbeinu Hananel; 
Rif). 

Rav Yehuda said: If several courtyards open onto a common al- 
leyway, the residents of the houses in the courtyards are prohibited 
to carry in the alleyway, unless the alleyway is rendered fit for one 
to carry within it by placing a side post or a cross beam at its en- 
trance, and by the inhabitants of each courtyard placing food in a 
common area for the duration of Shabbat, symbolically converting 
the entire alleyway into a single household. It is prohibited to carry 
in an alleyway that the residents did not merge. Nevertheless, if the 
alleyway was rendered fit by means of a side post placed at its en- 
trance, one who throws an object into it from the public domain 
is liable; the side post functions as a partition, and the alleyway is 
deemed a full-fledged private domain. If, however, the alleyway was 
rendered fit by means of a cross beam, one who throws an object 
into it from the public domain is exempt; the cross beam functions 
only as a conspicuous marker. It is not considered a partition that 
renders the alleyway a private domain." 


Throwing into an alleyway — a2 sind mp: If an val- 
leyway is closed on one side and rendered fit for one to 
carry within it by a cross beam, one who throws an object 
from the public domain into the alleyway is exempt, even 
though it is a private domain in the sense that it is permit- 
ted to carry in the alleyway. However, if the alleyway was 
rendered fit by a side post, the one who throws an object 
into it is liable. This ruling is in accordance with the explana- 


tion of the Gemara that maintains that a side post functions 
as a partition, while a cross beam functions as a conspicu- 
ous marker. According to the Rambam's variant reading, a 
private domain requires four partitions by Torah law. The 
Ra‘avad, on the other hand, rules that three partitions suffice. 
Therefore, the Gemara is referring to an open alleyway, as 
explained by Rashi (Maggid Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 17:9). 


BACKGROUND — 
A narrow inlet in a courtyard — 3%03 0'7 yw: This illustration 
depicts a case where the wall of the courtyard remains mostly 
intact. In that case it is permitted to carry in the courtyard itself, 
as well as from the inlet to the courtyard. 


Wall of a courtyard breached by an inlet 


= HALAKHA | 

A narrow inlet of the sea that enters into a courtyard — wh 
iay D2337 OY: If the sea breaches part of a courtyard wall and 
penetrates into a courtyard, one is permitted to draw water and 
carry in the courtyard, so long as the breach is less than ten cubits 
wide. However, if the wall is fully breached or if the breach is 
more than ten cubits wide, then one is permitted to draw water 
in the courtyard only when there are remnants of the wall ten 
handbreadths high, even though the remnants are covered by 
water. Still, one may not carry the water from the courtyard into 
the house unless a proper partition is constructed, in accordance 
with the baraita (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 356:2). 


Remnants - "1: Various explanations have been offered with 
regard to these remnants (see Rashi and Tosafot). Some com- 
mentaries explain that these are large stones protruding from 
the water, such that there is no breach of more than ten cubits 
between the protrusions. Although below, in the water itself, the 
space between them is greater than ten cubits (Rabbeinu Yeho- 
natan). Other commentaries teach that these remnants served 
as an additional partition between the water and the courtyard, 
and the distance from sea floor to the top of the partition was ten 
handbreadths (see Josafot; Rashba). 
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NOTES 


He raised an objection - mamy: The commentaries 
point out that the objection cannot be based solely on 


the statement o 
could have replie 
anonymous tann 
halakha. Rather, 


Rabbi Yehuda. If that were case, Rava 
d that he agrees with the opinion of the 
a of the baraita, which is the accepted 
he question arises from the wording of 


his disputants, which indicates that they do not disagree 
with Rabbi Yehuda's basic approach with regard to a side 


post anda cross b 


eam. Instead, they indicate that in a place 


used as a public t 


of a private domain that was established by 


horoughfare, the passersby nullify status 
he partitions 


(Ritva; see Rashi and Tosafot). Rabbi Akiva Eiger points out 
that Rabbi Yehuda’s statement appears to offer proof that 
even a cross beam is considered a partition. He explains 


that, at the very 


least, all seem to agree that a side post 


functions as a partition, as stated by Rav Yehuda. 
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Rav Sheshet strongly objects to this due to the following: The 
reason that one is exempt in the latter case is due to the fact the 
residents of the alleyway did not merge. By inference, if they did in 
fact merge, one would be liable even if the alleyway was rendered 
fit by way of a cross beam. This, however, is difficult. One can ask: 
Does this loaf, through which the residents joined together to form 
a single household, render the alleyway a private domain or a 
public domain? 


But wasn’t it taught in a baraita: Courtyards shared by many and 
alleyways that are not open on two opposite sides, whether the 
residents established an eiruv or did not establish an eiruv, one 
who throws an object into them from the public domain is liable. 
This seems to contrary to Rav Yehuda’s statement. 


Rather, if it was stated, it was stated as follows. Rav Yehuda said: 
In the case of an alleyway that is not fit for merging, i.e., an alleyway 
that is open on two opposite sides, if the alleyway was rendered fit 
for one to carry within it by means of a side post, one who throws 
an object into it from the public domain is liable. In that case, the 
side post is considered a third partition, and since the alleyway is 
closed on three sides it is deemed a private domain. If, however, the 
alleyway was rendered fit for one to carry within in by means of a 
cross beam, one who throws an object into it is exempt. 


Apparently, Rav Yehuda holds that a side post functions as a parti- 
tion, whereas a cross beam functions as a conspicuous marker but 
is not considered a partition. And, so too, Rabba said: A side post 
functions as a partition, whereas a cross beam functions as a con- 
spicuous marker. But Rava said: Both this, the side post, and that, 
the cross beam, function as a conspicuous marker. 


Rabbi Ya’akov bar Abba raised an objection to Rava from the fol- 
lowing baraita: One who throws an object from the public domain 
into an alleyway, if the alleyway has a side post, he is liable; if it 
does not have a side post he is exempt. This shows that a side post 
is considered a proper partition. 


Rava replied: This is what the baraita is saying: If the alleyway is 
closed on one side such that it requires only a side post in order to 
permit carrying within in, one who throws an object into it from 
the public domain is liable because the alleyway already has three 
partitions and is therefore a proper private domain according to 
Torah law. However, if the alleyway requires a side post and some- 
thing else in order to permit carrying within it, one who throws an 
object into it from the public domain is exempt because the alleyway 
has only two partitions and is therefore not considered a private 
domain. 


He raised an additional objection’ to Rava from the following ba- 
raita. Furthermore, Rabbi Yehuda said: The halakha is as follows 
with regard to one who has two houses opposite each other on two 
sides of the public domain, if he chooses, he may create a private 
domain for himself in the area of the public domain. He may place 
a ten-handbreadth high side post from here, perpendicular to the 
public domain. This creates a symbolic wall which, in the halakhot 
of alleyways, has the legal status of a wall. And, he may place an ad- 
ditional post from here, on the other side, and that has the same 
legal status as if he closed the public domain on all of its sides. Or, 
he can implement a different solution appropriate for alleyways by 
placing a beam extending from here, from one end of one house, to 
the end of the house opposite it. This creates a symbolic partition 
across the width of the street. And, he may place a beam extending 
from here, from the other side of the house. According to Rabbi 
Yehuda, in that way, one is permitted to carry objects and place them 
in the area between the symbolic partitions, as he would in a private 
domain. 
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The Rabbis said to him: One may not place an eiruv in the pub- 
lic domain in that way. One who seeks to transform a public 
domain into a private domain must place actual partitions. Appar- 
ently, according to Rabbi Yehuda, the side posts function as parti- 
tions in the public domain, creating a private domain between the 
two houses. It follows from this that a side post is in fact deemed 
a proper partition, contrary to Rava’s statement. 


The Gemara answers: This is not the reason behind Rabbi Yehu- 
da’s statement. Rather, there Rabbi Yehuda holds that by Torah 
law two partitions suffice to constitute a private domain, and he 
requires side posts only as a conspicuous marker. Therefore, Rava’s 
position cannot be disproved from this source either. 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: Unlike other alleyways, carrying 
within an alleyway whose length is equal to its width is not 
permitted by means of a side post of minimal width. Like a 
courtyard, carrying within it is permitted only by means of an 
upright board four handbreadths wide. Rav Hiyya bar Ashi said 
in the name of Rav: Carrying within an alleyway whose length 
is equal to its width is not permitted by a cross beam with the 
width of a handbreadth. 


Rabbi Zeira said: How precise are the traditions of the Elders. 
He explains: Since the length of the alleyway is equal to its width, 
it is regarded like a courtyard, and carrying within a courtyard 
is not permitted by means of a side post or a cross beam, but 
only by means of an upright board of four handbreadths. 


Rabbi Zeira said: Nonetheless, if this issue is difficult for me to 
understand, this is my difficulty: Let this side post be considered 
like an upright board of minimal width and permit carrying 
within the alleyway, just as an upright board permits carrying in 
a breached courtyard. 


The Gemara explains that this is incorrect, as that which Rabbi 
Asi said that Rabbi Yohanan said escaped Rabbi Zeira’s atten- 
tion: The upright boards of a courtyard must be four hand- 
breadths wide, whereas a side post may be of minimal size. 


Rav Nahman said: We have a tradition that states: What is the 

type of alleyway in which carrying is permitted" by means of a 

side post or a cross beam? Any alleyway whose length is greater 
than its width and has houses and courtyards opening into it. 
And what is the type of courtyard in which carrying is not per- 
mitted by means ofa side post ora cross beam, but by an upright 
board of four handbreadths? Any courtyard that is square. 


The Gemara wonders: If it is square, then yes, is it considered a 
courtyard? If it is round, no, is it not considered a courtyard? The 
Gemara makes a correction: This is what it is saying: Ifits length 
is greater than its width," it is considered an alleyway, and for 
an alleyway a side post or a cross beam suffices; but if its length 
is not greater than its width, i.e., it is square, it is considered a 
courtyard. 


The Gemara asks: And by how much must its length exceed its 
width so that it can be considered an alleyway? Shmuel thought 
at first to say: It is not considered an alleyway unless its length is 
double its width, until Rav said to him: My uncle [havivi],' Rav 
Hiyya, said this: Even ifits length is greater than its width by only 
a minimal amount, the halakhot of an alleyway apply to it. 


We learned in the mishna: A certain disciple said before Rabbi 
Akiva in the name of Rabbi Yishmael, etc. 


LANGUAGE 


My uncle [havivi] - san: The primary meaning of haviv is 
beloved. It took on the secondary meaning of uncle, since it 
became synonymous with the word dod, which also has two 


meanings, beloved and uncle. The Palestinian Targum of the 
Torah translates dod and doda, uncle and aunt respectively, as 
havivei and havivatei. 


HALAKHA 

The alleyway which is permitted — amaw rian Wwy: 
In the case of an alleyway whose length is greater 
than its width and that has houses and courtyards 
opening into it, carrying within it can be permitted 
only by means of a side post or a cross beam. This 
halakha is in accordance with the statement of Rav 
Nahman (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:26). 


NOTES 

A courtyard whose length is greater than its 
width - 7am by y ADWY AM: The text of the 
Ra'avad reads: If its length is greater than its width. 
In his version of the text, the sentence is formulated 
in the masculine. Thus, it is referring to an alleyway 
rather than a courtyard. Similarly, according to the 
majority of the halakhic authorities, even though a 
square alleyway is treated like a courtyard, a court- 
yard cannot be considered an alleyway. 
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NOTES 
And the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of that disciple — wba inixa abo: Some explain 
that Rabbi Akiva intended to say ‘that although he 
knows that there is no such tradition and Rabbi 


Yishmael certainly did not make that statement, 


nevertheless, that student's opinion seems logical 
(Geon Ya'akov). 


Destroying the whole world in its entirety - #923 
iaa oriya bs ny: See Rashi and Tosafot, who offer 
various examples demonstrating that the meaning 
of a verse can change with the addition or omission 
of a single letter. The examples illustrate that minor 


changes can possibly destroy the entire world, e.g., 
when they lead to readings that involve heresy, sac- 


rilege, or blasphemy. 


LANGUAGE 


Copper sulfate [kankantom] — Dimpy: From the 
Greek yáàxavðoç, chalkanthos, meaning copper 
sulfate. 


Scribe [laviar] - b: From the Latin librarius, mean- 


ing scribe or one whose profession is copying books. 


BACKGROUND 


The preparation of ink — i mw: In the talmudic 
period, ink was primarily a combination of soot and 
oil. Various substances were added to it before it was 
mixed with water. On most parchment, this ink was 
erasable and could be blotted out with water. To 


overcome this problem, they would occasionally uti- 
lize substances, e.g., copper sulfate, that would ren- 


der the ink more permanent and prevent its erasure. 


HALAKHA 
Writing a Torah scroll with copper sulfate - nana 
Din27373 mya: A Torah scroll is written with ink 
made from the soot of burnt oils and gall water ab 
initio. However, ink with copper sulfate is acceptable 
after the fact (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 271:6). 
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The mishna relates that a student recited a halakha before Rabbi 
Akiva, and he did not accept the student’s version of the dispute 
between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel, as Rabbi Akiva said: They 
disagree about this, an alleyway less than four cubits wide, and 
about that, an alleyway more than four cubits wide. 


The Gemara asks: In that case, the opinion of Rabbi Akiva is 
identical with the opinion first tanna of the mishna, as he too 
holds that Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel disagree in all cases, ir- 
respective of the width of the alleyway. The Gemara answers: 
There is a practical difference between them with regard to the 
halakha stated by Rav Ahblai, and some say it was Rav Yehiel, that 
an alleyway less than four handbreadths wide requires no correc- 
tive action. However, their respective opinions are not defined; 
which tanna accepts the view of Rav Ahlai and which tanna rejects 
it cannot be determined. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Akiva said: Rabbi Yish- 
mael did not state this matter, as it is unlikely that Rabbi Yish- 
mael would err in this manner; rather, it was that disciple who 
stated that matter on his own, and the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of that disciple." 


With regard to that baraita the Gemara asks: This baraita itself is 
difficult. You stated initially that Rabbi Yishmael did not state 
this matter; apparently the halakha is not in accordance with 
the opinion of the disciple. And then you said: The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of that disciple. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: Rabbi Akiva said that the 
halakha is in accordance with that disciple only to sharpen the 
minds of his students with his statement. Seeking to encourage 
his students to suggest novel opinions, he praised that disciple 
before them but did not actually rule in accordance with the 
disciple’s opinion. 


And Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said, in another attempt to resolve 
the contradiction: The statement of the disciple appears to be 
reasonable was stated. Although Rabbi Yishmael himself did not 
make that statement, the statement of the disciple is reasonable. 


Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: Anywhere that you find a 
statement introduced with: A certain disciple said before 
Rabbi Akiva in the name of Rabbi Yishmael, it is none other 
than Rabbi Meir, who was the student who served both Rabbi 
Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva. 


As it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Meir said: When I was a 
student with Rabbi Yishmael, I used to put copper sulfate 
[kankantom|]' into the ink® with which I wrote Torah scrolls," 
and he did not say anything to me. When I came to study with 
Rabbi Akiva, he prohibited me from doing so. 


The Gemara challenges this statement: Is that so? Didn’t Rav 
Yehuda say that Shmuel said in the name of Rabbi Meir: When 
I studied with Rabbi Akiva as his disciple, I used to put copper 
sulfate into the ink, and he did not say anything to me. But 
when I came to study with Rabbi Yishmael, he said to me: My 
son, what is your vocation? I replied: Iam a scribe [lavlar]'who 
writes Torah scrolls. He said to me: My son, be careful in your 
vocation, as your vocation is heavenly service, and care must be 
taken lest you omit a single letter or add a single letter out of 
place, and you will end up destroying the whole world in its 
entirety." Addition or omission of a single letter can change the 
meaning from truth [emet] to death [met]. 
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I said to him: I have one substance called copper sulfate, which 
I place into the ink, and therefore I am not concerned. He said to 
me: May one place copper sulfate into the ink? Didn’t the Torah 
state with regard to sota: “And the priest shall write these curses 
in a book, and he shall blot them out into the water of bitterness’ 
(Numbers 5:23)? The Torah requires writing that can be blotted 
out. 


» 


The Gemara clarifies elements of the conversation: What is Rabbi 
Yishmael saying to Rabbi Meir, and what is he answering him? 
Rabbi Meir’s response with regard to copper sulfate does not seem 
to address Rabbi Yishmael’s comments with regard to omissions 
and additions. 


The Gemara explains that this is what Rabbi Meir is saying to 

Rabbi Yishmael: There is no need to mention defective and plene 

words, as I am an expert; however, even with regard to the con- 
cern that a fly might come and land on the crown of the letter 
dalet and blot it out and render it a reish," thereby changing the 

meaning of the word, I am not concerned, as I have a substance 

called copper sulfate that I place into the ink so that it will not be 

erased. 


Nevertheless, there is a difficulty between service and service, as 
one source states that Rabbi Meir initially served Rabbi Akiva, 
whereas the other source states that he served Rabbi Yishmael first. 
There is a difficulty between the words he prohibited it in the 
baraita, which is referring to Rabbi Akiva, and he prohibited it in 
the statement of Rav Yehuda, which is referring to Rabbi Yishmael. 


The Gemara comments: Granted, there is no difficulty between 

the accounts in the two sources with regard to service and service, 
as it can be suggested as follows: Rabbi Meir initially came to study 
before Rabbi Akiva, and since he was unable to comprehend the 

teachings in accordance with his opinion, he came before Rabbi 

Yishmael and studied the tradition, and again came before Rab- 
bi Akiva and studied logical analysis. After studying the basic 

principles from Rabbi Yishmael, he was able to understand the 

more complex teachings of Rabbi Akiva. 


Having reconciled the first difficulty, the Gemara continues: How- 
ever, the difficulty with regard to whether Rabbi Akiva prohib- 
ited copper sulfate or Rabbi Yishmael prohibited it remains dif- 
ficult. The Gemara notes: It indeed remains difficult; no answer 
was found. 


The Gemara continues the discussion of copper sulfate. It was 
taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says that Rabbi Meir would 
say: One may place copper sulfate into the ink that is to be used 
for all sacred writings, except for the writing of the Torah passage 
with regard to a sota, as it must be possible to erase that writing." 
Rabbi Ya’akov says in his name: Except for the writing of the 
Torah passage with regard to a sota used in the Temple" in the 
ordeal to determine the guilt or innocence of the wife suspected of 
adultery. 


The Gemara asks: What is the difference between their opinions, 
i.e, what is their point of dispute? The Gemara answers: Rav 
Yirmeya said: The difference between their opinions is whether 
it is permissible to erase the passage of a sota from a Torah scroll. 
The tanna’im of the baraita disagree whether or not a section taken 
from a Torah scroll may be used for this purpose, or whether a 
special scroll must be written for use in the ordeal of the sota. 


And those tanna’im disagree in the same dispute as these tanna’im, 
as it was taught in a baraita: A scroll that was written for one 
woman suspected of infidelity but was not used, her scroll is not 
fit to prepare the water to give to another sota to drink. However, 
Rabbi Ahai bar Yoshiya said: Her scroll is fit to be used to prepare 
the water to give another sota to drink. The legal status of a Torah 
scroll, which is not written for a particular sota, should be the same. 


NOTES 


Dalet and reish - w”) m1: This example also alludes 
o a specific instance, namely, the phrase: “The Lord is 
One [ehad]" (Deuteronomy 6:4). If the crown of the letter 
dalet is erased, the letter becomes a reish, and the phrase 
becomes: God is other [aher], which is blasphemous. 


Erasing the Torah passage with regard to a sota — 
mid nwa nena: The halakhot of sota are detailed in 
he Torah (Numbers 5) and in tractate Sota. The relevant 
details in this context are elements in the ordeal to which 
he sota is subjected. The curses stated in the Torah with 
regard to a sota were written on a scroll, which was then 
immersed in water until the writing dissolved, after 
which the woman drank from the water. The dispute 
between the Sages here relates to the question which 
of these actions, the writing or the erasing of the scroll 
in water, must be performed specifically in the name of 
the particular woman undergoing the ordeal. 


HALAKHA 


The Torah passage with regard to a sota used in the 
Temple - wapaaw mpip nwy: The scroll used in the 
ordeal of a sota in the Temple may not be written in ink 
with copper sulfate, since in that case the writing would 
not be erasable (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:8). 


YOVSPI:PEREKI-13A ÓS 
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HALAKHA 
Writing the sota’s scroll in her name — aw TiD nw: A sota’s 
scroll must be written in her name. If it was not written or erased 
in her name, it is invalid. This ruling is in accordance with the con- 


clusion of the Gemara’s discussion in tractate Sota (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:8). 


Perek | 
Daf13 Amud b 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Meir - Yxn +27: One of the greatest tanna'im of the genera- 
tion that preceded the redaction of the Mishna. There is no clear 
information available concerning Rabbi Meir's parents, though it is 
told that he descended from a family of converts from the house 
of the Roman emperors. 

His exceptional brilliance in Torah study was evident from a very 
early age, and he was a student of the two greatest scholars of the 
generation, Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva. He was also the lone 
Sage who continued to study with Elisha ben Avuya, despite the 
atter’s estrangement from Judaism. His primary teacher was Rabbi 
Akiva, who ordained him at a very young age, which is the reason 
hat he was ordained a second time by Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava. 

In recognition of his outstanding scholarship, Rabbi Meir was 
officially appointed hakham, literally, wise man, the third level be- 
ow nasi, head of the Sanhedrin. The halakhic discussions between 
him and his colleagues Rabbi Yehuda, Rabbi Yosei, Rabbi Shimon, 
and Rabbi Elazar form one of the most important foundations of 
he Mishna. 

Rabbi Meir’s greatest undertaking appears to have been a struc- 
ured, oral redaction of the Oral Law, including establishing specific 
ormats for the halakhot. Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi followed 
in Rabbi Meir's footsteps and incorporated his work in the Mishna. 
Consequently, it is a well-known principle that the author of an un- 
attributed statement in the Mishna is Rabbi Meir, as the assumption 
is that this was one of the mishnayot he formulated. 

Due to his involvement in the attempt to depose Rabban Shi- 
mon ben Gamliel, the head of the Sanhedrin, he was punished by 
the latter, and for a long period his teachings were not cited in his 
name but were introduced with the words: Others say. 

His private life was full of suffering. His two sons died during 
his lifetime, and his extraordinary wife Beruria also died in painful 
circumstances. Nevertheless, it is known that a daughter of his 
survived. He was eventually forced into exile to Asia Minor, where 
he died, with the order that his coffin be transferred to Eretz Yisrael 
and that he be temporarily interred on the shore of the sea whose 
waves reach the Holy Land. 

Rabbi Meir was famous in his lifetime, not only for his sharp 
intellect, which exceeded that of all his peers, but also for his per- 
sonal attributes, his efforts as a peacemaker, and his willingness to 
relinquish personal honor for the good of others. He was known as a 
magnificent public speaker. It is said that following his death, those 
who composed parables ceased. Several of his animal parables 
were repeated for many generations. He was also renowned as a 
miracle worker, and for many years a charity fund named after him, 
Rabbi Meir the Miracle Worker [Ba'al HaNes] served as the main 
source of funding for the Jews in Eretz Yisrael. 
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Rav Pappa said: Perhaps that is not the case, as the two circum- 
stances are not comparable. The first tanna of the baraita stated 
his opinion that one woman's scroll may not be used for an- 
other woman only there; since it had originally been desig- 
nated in the name of one woman, e.g., Rachel, it cannot then 
be designated in the name of another woman, e.g., Leah." 
However, in the case of a Torah scroll, which is written with 
no particular person in mind, he too may say that we may erase 
it to be used for another woman, and it is not disqualified be- 
cause it was not written in her name. 


Furthermore, Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said in another attempt 
to resolve the matter: Perhaps it is not so, as an additional dis- 
tinction exists between the two cases: Rabbi Ahai bar Yoshiya 
stated his opinion that the first woman’s scroll may be used for 
another woman only there because at least, in that case, it was 
written for a particular sota in the world. However, in the case 
of a Torah scroll, which was written for study, he too would 
agree that we do not erase it. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Ahai bar Yoshiya not hold 
in accordance with that which we learned in a mishna: If one 
wrote a bill of divorce to divorce his wife, 


but later reconsidered and did not divorce her, and a resident 
of his city found him and said: Your name is the same as my 
name, and your wife’s name is the same as my wife’s name, and 
we reside in the same town; give me the bill of divorce, and I will 
use it to divorce my wife, then this document is invalid to di- 
vorce with it? Apparently, a man may not divorce his wife with 
a bill of divorce written for another woman, and the same should 
apply to the scroll of a sota. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: How can you compare the 
two cases? There, with regard to a bill of divorce, it is written: 

“And he shall write for her” (Deuteronomy 24:1), and therefore 
we require writing it in her name, specifically for her;" whereas 
here, with regard to a sota, it is written: “And he shall perform 
with her all this ritual” (Numbers 5:30), and therefore we re- 
quire performance in her name. In her case, the performance 
is erasure; however, writing of the scroll need not be performed 
specifically for her. 


On the topic of Rabbi Meir and his Torah study, the Gemara 
cites an additional statement. Rabbi Aha bar Hanina said: It is 
revealed and known before the One Who spoke and the 
world came into being that in the generation of Rabbi Meir? 
there was no one of the Sages who is his equal. Why then didn’t 
the Sages establish the halakha in accordance with his opin- 
ion? It is because his colleagues were unable to ascertain the 
profundity of his opinion. He was so brilliant that he could 
present a cogent argument for any position, even if it was not 
consistent with the prevalent halakha. As he would state with 
regard to a ritually impure item that it is pure, and display 
justification for that ruling, and likewise he would state with 
regard to a ritually pure item that it is impure, and display 
justification for that ruling. The Sages were unable to distin- 
guish between the statements that were halakha and those that 
were not. 


HALAKHA 


Writing a bill of divorce in her name - mawy panna: A 
bill of divorce that was written in the name of one woman 
cannot be used in the divorce proceedings of another 
woman. This restriction applies even if the names of the 


women, their husbands, and their places of residence 
are the same, because a bill of divorce must be writ- 
ten in the name of a particular woman (Shulhan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 131:2). 
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Purify the creeping animal — 


YW NN WWA: See Tosafot’s 


It was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Meir was not his name; rather, Rabbi 
Nehorai was his name. And why was he called by the name Rabbi 
Meir? It was because he illuminates [meir] the eyes of the Sages in 
matters of the halakha. And Rabbi Nehorai was not the name of 
the tanna known by that name; rather, Rabbi Nehemya was his name, 
and some say: Rabbi Elazar ben Arakh was his name. And why was 
he called by the name Rabbi Nehorai? It is because he enlightens 
[manhir] the eyes of the Sages in matters of the halakha. 


The Gemara relates that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: The fact that I am 
more incisive than my colleagues is due to the fact that I saw Rabbi Meir 
from behind, i.e., I sat behind him when I was his student. Had I seen 
him from the front," I would be even more incisive, as it is written: 
“And your eyes shall see your teacher” (Isaiah 30:20). Seeing the face of 
one’s teacher increases one’s understanding and sharpens one’s mind. 


And the Gemara stated that Rabbi Abbahu said that Rabbi Yohanan 
said: Rabbi Meir had a disciple, and his name was Sumakhus, who 
would state with regard to each and every matter of ritual impurity 
forty-eight reasons in support of the ruling of impurity, and with re- 
gard to each and every matter of ritual purity forty-eight reasons in 
support of the ruling of purity. 


It was taught in a baraita: There was a distinguished disciple at Yavne 
who could with his incisive intellect purify the creeping animal," ex- 
plicitly deemed ritually impure by the Torah, adducing one hundred 
and fifty reasons in support of his argument. 


Ravina said: I too will deliberate and purify it employing the following 
reasoning: And just as a snake that kills people and animals and there- 
by increases ritual impurity in the world, as a corpse imparts impurity 
through contact, through being carried, and by means of a tent, is ritu- 
ally pure and transmits no impurity, a creeping animal that does not 
kill and does not increase impurity in the world, all the more so should 
it be pure. 


The Gemara rejects this: And it is not so; that is not a valid a fortiori 
argument, as it can be refuted. A snake is performing a mere act of a 
thorn. A thorn causes injury and even death; nevertheless, it is not ritu- 
ally impure. The same applies to a snake, and therefore this a fortiori 
argument is rejected. 


Rabbi Abba said that Shmuel said: For three years Beit Shammai and 
Beit Hillel disagreed. These said: The halakha is in accordance with 
our opinion, and these said: The halakha is in accordance with our 
opinion. Ultimately, a Divine Voice emerged and proclaimed: Both 
these and those are the words of the living God." However, the halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. 


The Gemara asks: Since both these and those are the words of the liv- 
ing God, why were Beit Hillel privileged to have the halakha estab- 
lished in accordance with their opinion? The reason is that they were 
agreeable and forbearing," showing restraint when affronted, and when 
they taught the halakha they would teach both their own statements 
and the statements of Beit Shammai. Moreover, when they formulated 
their teachings and cited a dispute, they prioritized the statements of 
Beit Shammai to their own statements, in deference to Beit Shammai. 


NOTES 
that appears in the Jerusalem Talmud to resolve the difficulties 


HALAKHA 
Had | seen him from the front - min by 
mapa: Students must sit before their teacher 
so that they can all see him (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 246:9). 


going and forbearing cannot serve as a rationale to rule in 


comments on this statement. The plain sense of this idea is that 
excessive brilliance of this type, a trait listed among the qualities 
required of the Sages of the Sanhedrin, is a crucial characteristic 
of great Sages, enabling them to arrive at innovative conclu- 
sions. However, it is precisely for this reason that outstanding 
scholars were regarded with a certain measure of suspicion. 
Others were unable to discern whether or not they were utiliz- 
ing their great talents to prove ideas that they themselves did 
not consider correct. 


Both these and those are the words of the living God — by 
on wiy at ore: Some commentaries refer to a midrash 


raised by this statement: When God gave the Torah to Moses, 
He gave it to him with forty-nine rationales for purity and forty- 


nine rationales for impurity, meaning that the Torah itself, from 


the moment it was given, could be interpreted in either direc- 


tion. Although the decisions with regard to the disputes were 
determined by the Sages throughout the generations, all the 


divergent opinions have their place in the Torah as it was given, 


and therefore: Both these and those are the words of the living 
God (Rabbeinu Nissim Gaon; Ritva). 


Agreeable and forbearing - pay pmid: The early commen- 
taries note that the fact that the Sages of Beit Hillel were easy- 


accordance with their opinion. In fact, the scholars of Beit Hille! 
comprised the majority of the Sages; and while the members 
of Beit Shammai were more brilliant than their colleagues in 
Beit Hillel, the halakha was decided in accordance with the 
majority opinion, as dictated by the Torah. It has also been 
suggested that since the scholars of Beit Hillel were easygo- 
ing and forbearing, they would closely analyze the rulings of 
Beit Shammai, who did not do the same with the rulings of 
Beit Hillel. Therefore, wherever the members of Beit Hillel dis- 
agreed, it is reasonable to assume that they had solid grounds 
for doing so. 
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HALAKHA 

Whose head and most of his body were in the 
sukka - nawa iam Ws: If one sits with his head 
and most of his body in the sukka, but his table is 
inside the house, it is as though he were not sitting 
in the sukka, in accordance with the opinion of Beit 
Shammai, with whom Beit Hillel ultimately agreed 
on this matter (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 634:4). 


The width of the cross beam — myjp amid: A cross 
beam must be at least a handbreadth wide to render 
an alleyway fit for one to carry within it on Shabbat 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:17). 


The sturdiness of the cross beam - mipi prin: A 
cross beam must be sturdy enough to support a 
small brick. In the Jerusalem Talmud, the criterion 
is that it be sturdy enough to support bricks lined 
up along its entire length, up to three handbreadths 
away from the two sides of the alleyway (Magen 
Avraham, based on Beit Yosef, Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 363:17). 


BACKGROUND 
A small brick and a large brick - maha my: 
A large brick is usually a square of three by three 
handbreadths. A small brick, which is half a brick, is 
a rectangle three handbreadths long and one and a 
half handbreadths wide. 


Large brick and small brick 
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1723) 13193: Some com- 


NOTES 


As in the mishna that we learned: In the case of one whose head and 
most of his body were in the sukka,” but his table was in the house, 
Beit Shammai deem this sukka invalid; and Beit Hillel deem it valid. 
Beit Hillel said to Beit Shammai: Wasn’t there an incident in which 
the Elders of Beit Shammai and the Elders of Beit Hillel went to 
visit Rabbi Yohanan ben HaHoranit, and they found him sitting with 
his head and most of his body in the sukka, but his table was in the 
house? Beit Shammai said to them: From there do you seek to adduce 
a proof? Those visitors, too, said to him: If that was the manner in 
which you were accustomed to perform the mitzva, you have never 
fulfilled the mitzva of sukka in all your days. It is apparent from the 
phrasing of the mishna that when the Sages of Beit Hillel related that 
the Elders of Beit Shammai and the Elders of Beit Hillel visited Rabbi 
Yohanan ben HaHoranit, they mentioned the Elders of Beit Shammai 
before their own Elders. 


This is to teach you that anyone who humbles himself, the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, exalts him, and anyone who exalts himself, the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, humbles him. Anyone who seeks greatness, 
greatness flees from him, and, conversely, anyone who flees from 
greatness, greatness seeks him. And anyone who attempts to force 
the moment and expends great effort to achieve an objective pre- 
cisely when he desires to do so, the moment forces him too, and he is 
unsuccessful. And conversely, anyone who is patient and yields to the 
moment, the moment stands by his side, and he will ultimately be 
successful. 


The Sages taught the following baraita: For two and a half years, Beit 

Shammai and Beit Hillel disagreed. These say: It would have been 

preferable had man not been created than to have been created. And 

those said: It is preferable for man to have been created than had he 

not been created. Ultimately, they were counted and concluded:" It 

would have been preferable had man not been created than to have 

been created. However, now that he has been created, he should ex- 
amine his actions that he has performed and seek to correct them. And 

some say: He should scrutinize his planned actions" and evaluate 

whether or not and in what manner those actions should be performed, 
so that he will not sin. 


MI S H N A The cross beam, which the Sages stated may be 


used to render an alleyway fit for one to carry 
within it, must be wide enough to receive and hold a small brick." 
And this small brick is half a large brick, which measures three 
handbreadths,’ i.e., a handbreadth and a half. It is sufficient that the 
cross beam will be a handbreadth in width, not a handbreadth and a 
half, enough to hold a small brick across its width. 


And the cross beam must be wide enough to hold a small brick and 
also sturdy enough to hold a small brick" and not collapse. Rabbi 
Yehuda says: If it is wide enough to hold the brick, even though it is 
not sturdy enough to actually support it, it is sufficient. Therefore, even 
if the cross beam is made of straw or reeds, one considers it as though 
it were made of metal. 


If the cross beam is curved, so that a small brick cannot rest on it, one 
considers it as though it were straight; if it is round, one considers 
it as though it were square. The following principle was stated with 
regard to a round cross beam: Any beam with a circumference of three 
handbreadths is a handbreadth in width, i.e., in diameter. 


They were counted and concluded — 
mentaries explain that the question was whether or not the 
potential positive actions of a person are greater than his op- 
portunities for failure. Ultimately, they counted the mitzvot and 
concluded that there are more negative precepts than positive 
precepts, which means that the danger of transgressing nega- 
tive commandments is greater than the possibility of fulfilling 
positive ones. Due to this danger, it would have been preferable 
had a person not been created (Maharsha). 


Examine and scrutinize - ww wawa: Some explain that 
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a person should examine the actions that he has already per- 


formed and scrutinize the actions that he plans to undertake 
(Ritva). Others suggest that one should examine the totality 
of one’s actions and scrutinize each individual action (Mesillat 
Yesharim). 


Enough to receive a small brick - roa baph 113: In the Jerusa- 


lem Talmud, it is explained that the cross beam must be sturdy 
enough to bear a complete row of bricks along its entire length, 
with the bricks laid out lengthwise or widthwise. The rationale 


is that otherwise the cross beam would look as though it were 
a small wooden plank not placed permanently in that spot. 


Curved...as though it were straight - „DKI KYT TOWS 
mTAPY: It is said in the Jerusalem Talmud that the entire lat- 
ter section of the mishna is stated in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. According to most commentar- 
ies, that is not the understanding in the Babylonian Tal- 
mud, although some commentaries, including Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan, dispute this. 
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GE M ARA The Gemara questions the statement in 


the mishna with regard to the minimum 
width of the cross beam: A handbreadth? A handbreadth and a 
half is required, as a small brick is a handbreadth and a half wide. 


The Gemara answers: Since the cross beam is wide enough to 
receive and hold a handbreadth, one can affix the remaining 
half handbreadth with plaster, a small amount on this side and 
a small amount on that side, and the brick will stand in place. 


Rabba bar Rav Huna said: The cross beam of which the Sages 
spoke must be sturdy enough to receive and hold a small brick; 
however, the supports of the cross beam™ need not be sturdy 
enough to receive and hold a cross beam and a small brick. Cri- 
teria were established for the cross beam itself, which renders the 
alleyway fit for one to carry within it; criteria were not established 
for its supports. Rav Hisda disagreed and said: Both this, the 
beam, and that, its supports, must be sturdy enough to hold a 
cross beam and a small brick. 


Rav Sheshet said: If one placed a cross beam over the entrance 
of an alleyway, and draped a mat over it, and raised the lower 
end of the mat three handbreadths from the ground," there is 
neither a cross beam here," nor is there a partition here to ren- 
der the alleyway fit for one to carry within it. There is neither a 
cross beam here, as it is obscured and therefore inconspicuous. 
Nor is there a partition here, as it is a partition that is more than 
three handbreadths off the ground through which goats can pass, 
and therefore it does not have the legal status of a partition. 


Our Sages taught in the Tosefta: Ifa cross beam projects from this 
wall of an alleyway but does not touch that wall opposite, and 
similarly, if there are two cross beams," one projecting from this 
wall and one projecting from that wall opposite, and they do not 
touch one another," if there is a gap of less than three hand- 
breadths between the beam and the wall, or between the two 
beams respectively, one need not bring another cross beam to 
render the alleyway fit for one to carry within it, as they are con- 
sidered joined based on the principle of lavud. However, if there is 
a gap of three handbreadths, one must bring another cross beam. 


Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: If the gap is less than four 
handbreadths, one need not bring another cross beam. How- 
ever, if it is four handbreadths, he must bring another cross beam, 
as in his opinion the principle of lavud applies to a gap up to four 
handbreadths wide. 


And similarly, if two matching, extremely narrow cross beams" 
are placed alongside each other, even though there is not suffi- 
cient width in this beam to receive a small brick, and there is 
not sufficient width in that beam, if the two beams together can 
receive a small brick along its handbreadth width, one need not 
bring another cross beam to render the alleyway fit for one to 
carry within it; but if not, one is required to bring another cross 
beam. 


The supports of the cross beam — Mi "Way: Rabbeinu 
Hananel explains that the supports of the cross beam are the 
alleyway walls upon which the cross beam rests. 


There is neither a cross beam here - 


IND px Mp: The ques- 


NOTES 
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HALAKHA 


The supports of the cross beam — mip maya: Some hold 
that the supports of the cross beam must be sturdy enough to 
support the cross beam and a small brick on top of it. They rule 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Hisda because he was a 
greater authority than Rabba bar Rav Huna (Vilna Gaon; Rab- 
beinu Hananel; Rambam; Maggid Mishne; Or Zarua; Rokeah). 
Other authorities rule that the supports of the cross beam need 
be sturdy enough only to support the weight of the cross beam 
alone, in accordance with the opinion of Rabba bar Rav Huna, 
because in disputes relating to rabbinic law the ruling is lenient 
(Rosh; Mordekhai; Rema; and others). In practice, some authori- 
ties ruled leniently (Shulhan Arukh HaRav), while others ruled 
stringently ab initio because the majority of authorities ruled 
stringently (Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363218). 


A cross beam covered by a mat - nbsa ADIT mip: A 
cross beam covered by a mat that does not reach within three 
handbreadths of the ground does not render an alleyway fit for 
one to carry within it, in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Sheshet (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:24). 


Adjacent cross beams that do not touch one another - nivip 
Misi: If a cross beam projects from one wall and reaches 
within three handbreadths of the opposite wall, or if two cross 
beams project from two opposite walls and reach within three 
handbreadths of each other, they render an alleyway fit for 
one to carry within it. Based on the principle of lavud, it is as 
though they were a single cross beam (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 363:21). 


Matching, extremely narrow cross beams — Minna nitip: 
If two narrow cross beams are placed parallel to each other 
within three handbreadths of each other, and neither is wide 
enough to hold a small brick, they are considered as one cross 
beam and render the alleyway fit for one to carry within it, 
based on the principle of Javud (Rambam). Others say that 
they must be within one handbreadth of each other, as the 
Gemara requires that they must actually be capable of support- 
ing a small brick (Tosafot; Tur, Hagahot Maimoniyot; Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan). Shulhan Arukh HaRav rules stringently (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:22). 


BACKGROUND 


Two cross beams — ninip mw: The illustration below shows 
two cross beams projecting from two alleyway walls, but not 
touching each other. Each of these cross beams also serves as 
an example of a cross beam that projects from one wall but 
does not reach the opposite wall. 


Two cross beams projecting from two alleyway walls but ant aid one another 


enough to support a small brick, it cannot serve as a cross 
beam (Rashba). 


Two matching, extremely narrow cross beams — ninip nw 
niema: The early commentaries disagree with regard to this 
case. Some (Rambam and other authorities) explain that the 


tion is raised, Why isn’t the mat an extension of the cross beam? 
A thick cross beam also renders the alleyway fit for one to 
carry within it. Some answer that since the mat is not sturdy 


situation involves two cross beams, each of which measures half 


a handbreadth or more; together they are minimally a hand- 


breadth wide. If the two parallel cross beams are less than three 


handbreadths apart, then the principle of /avud applies, and 
they are considered a single cross beam. Others hold that if the 
cross beams are close enough that a small brick can be placed 
across them, they render the alleyway fit for one to carry within 
it, even if the two cross beams together are less than a hand- 
breadth wide (Ra’avad; Ritva; Tosafot). This approach maintains 
that, according to the principle of lavud, the space between the 
two cross beams is considered as though it were filled. 
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HALAKHA 
One above and one below - moD nny) mynd nn: 
If two cross beams that are narrower than required 
are set one above the other and they are within three 
handbreadths of each other, they constitute a valid 
cross beam, provided that neither of them is above 
twenty cubits or below ten handbreadths (Tur, citing 


Rambam). The halakha is in accordance with the opin- 


ion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, whose opinion 
is cited elsewhere in the Gemara (Vilna Gaon; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:26). 


Four handbreadths wide — Ayarx anid: A cross beam 
that is four handbreadths wide renders an alleyway fit 
for one to carry within it, even if it is not sturdy enough 
to hold a small brick. This ruling is in accordance with 


the opinion of Rav (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:17). 
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Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: If the two cross beams can 
receive a small brick along its length, which is three hand- 
breadths, one need not bring another cross beam, but if not, 
one must bring another cross beam. 


If these two narrow cross beams are placed one above and one 

below," Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: One consid- 
ers the upper one as though it were below, and the lower one 

as though it were above, i.e., close together. If the two together 

are fit to hold a small brick, they render the alleyway fit for one 

to carry within it, although they are not actually close to each 

other, provided that the upper cross beam is not above twen- 
ty cubits and the lower one is not below ten handbreadths, 
between which a cross beam renders an alleyway fit for one to 

carry within it. 


Abaye said: Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, holds in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of his father with regard to one 
matter, and disagrees with his opinion with regard to one 
matter. He holds in accordance with the opinion of his father 
in one matter, as he is of the opinion that the principle: One 
considers, applies. Just as Rabbi Yehuda stated in the mishna 
that the cross beam is considered as though it were sturdy even 
though it is not, his son, Rabbi Yosei, holds that one considers 
two cross beams placed apart as though they were adjacent. 


And Rabbi Yosei disagrees with his father’s opinion with re- 
gard to one matter. While Rabbi Yehuda holds that a cross 
beam renders an alleyway fit for one to carry within it even if it 
is higher than twenty cubits, Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Ye- 
huda, holds: Within twenty cubits, yes, it renders the alleyway 
fit for one to carry within it; above twenty, it does not. 


It was stated in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: It suffices 
if the cross beam is wide enough to hold a small brick, even 
though it is not sturdy enough to actually support it. Rav Ye- 
huda taught this clause of the mishna to Hiyya bar Rav in the 
presence of Rav: It suffices if the cross beam is wide enough to 
hold a small brick, even though it is not sturdy enough to actu- 
ally support it. Rav said to him: Teach it to him as follows: 
Wide enough and sturdy enough to hold a small brick. 


The Gemara challenges this statement: Didn’t Rabbi Elai say 
that Rav said: A cross beam that is four handbreadths wide" 
renders an alleyway fit for one to carry within it even if it is not 
sturdy enough to hold a small brick? The Gemara answers: A 
cross beam that is four handbreadths wide is different, as a 
beam of that width is considered a roof and not a beam. It is 
considered as though the edge of the roof descended and con- 
stituted an actual partition, not merely a conspicuous distinction. 


It was stated in the mishna: Even if the cross beam is made of 
straw or reeds, one considers it as though it were made of met- 
al. The Gemara asks: What is the mishna teaching us? If it is 
teaching that we say one considers the cross beam as though it 
were fit to bear a brick, then this clause is the same as the previ- 
ous clause in the mishna: Wide enough even though it is not 
sturdy enough. 


The Gemara answers: There is a novel point here, lest you say 
that with regard to a cross beam made of material that other 
beams of its own kind are sturdy, e.g., wood, we say that even 
the flimsiest of cross beams is considered sturdy. However, with 
regard to a cross beam made of material that only beams not of 
its own kind are sturdy, e.g., straw, which can never support a 
brick, we do not say that one considers the cross beam as if it 
were made of metal. Therefore, the mishna teaches us that there 
is no difference between the cases. 
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It was taught in the mishna: If the cross beam is curved,” one con- 
siders it as though it were straight. The Gemara challenges: That is 
obvious. The Gemara answers that this is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Zeira, as Rabbi Zeira said: If the cross beam is 
inside the alleyway, and its curved section is outside the alleyway; 
or it is within twenty cubits of the ground, and its curved section 
is above twenty cubits; or it is above ten handbreadths, and its 
curved section is below ten handbreadths, meaning that the curved 
part of the beam is outside the area where a cross beam is effective, 
one considers the situation: In any case where, were the curved 
section outside the area where a cross beam is effective removed, 
there would not be a gap of three handbreadths between this ef- 
fective part of the cross beam and that effective part of the cross 
beam, one need not bring another cross beam. And if not, if the 
gap would be greater, he must bring another cross beam. 


The Gemara comments: That too is obvious, as the curved portion 
of the cross beam is considered as though it were straight. The Ge- 
mara explains: In a case where the cross beam is inside the alleyway 
and its curved portion is outside the alleyway, it was necessary for 
him to teach the halakha. Lest you say: Let us be concerned that 
he will come to be drawn after it and carry in the area where the 
curvature extends beyond the alleyway, Rabbi Zeira teaches us that 
this is not a concern. 


The mishna continues: If the cross beam is round," one considers 
it as though it were square. The Gemara asks: Why do I need this 
clause as well? Similar cases were already taught in the mishna. The 
Gemara answers: It was necessary to teach the last clause of this 
section, i.e., the principle that any circle with a circumference of 
three handbreadths is a handbreadth in diameter." 


The Gemara asks: From where are these matters, this ratio between 
circumference and diameter, derived? Rabbi Yohanan said that the 
verse said with regard to King Solomon: “And he made a molten 
sea, ten cubits from the one brim to the other: It was round all 
about, and its height was five cubits; and a line of thirty cubits did 
circle it round about” (1 Kings 7:23).° 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t there its brim that must be taken into 
account? The diameter of the sea was measured from the inside, and 
if its circumference was measured from the outside, this ratio is no 
longer accurate. 


Rav Pappa said: With regard to its brim, it is written that the brim 

is as the petals of a lily, as stated in the verse: “And it was a hand- 
breadth thick; and its brim was wrought as the brim of a cup, as 

the petals ofa lily; it contained two thousand bat” (1 Kings 7:26). 
The brim was very thin. 


The Gemara asks: But nevertheless, isn’t there the minimal amount 
of the thickness of the brim? The Gemara answers: When one cal- 
culates the circumference, he calculates from the inside." 


Rabbi Hiyya taught in a baraita: The sea that Solomon fashioned 
contained a volume of one hundred and fifty baths of ritual puri- 
fication. The Gemara asks: After all, with regard to a ritual bath, 
how much is its volume? It is forty sea, as it was taught in a baraita: 
And he shall bathe his flesh 


The diameter of a circle - bayy by esp: Tosafot note that 
this calculation is imprecise, as the ratio between a circle’s the 
circumference and its diameter is greater than three to one. 
In practice, the difference here is so small, i.e., less than one- 


twentieth of a handbreadth, that the 


into consideration (Heshek Shlomo). As for the principle it- 
self, Rambam writes that since this ratio is clearly a number 
that fundamentally cannot be defined by means of other 
numbers, the Sages accepted the simplest approximation 
of three to one because they could not arrive at a true and 


- NOTES - 
definitive number for the ratio (Rambam’s Commentary on 
ishna). 


He calculates from the inside - Vy xp’: Since it must 
have been obvious when measuring the laver that its circum- 
erence was nearly a cubit and a half longer (see Geon Ya'akov) 
han three times its diameter, some commentaries explain 
hat the diameter was measured from the outside, while the 
circumference was measured from the inside. Calculated in 
his manner, the inner circumference was in fact only slightly 
more than thirty cubits. 


Sages did not take it 


Curved cross beam - map% mip: If cross beam is curved, 
and the curved section is located above, below, or outside 
the area where a cross beam is valid, the cross beam is 
considered as though the curved part were removed. If 
the remaining sections are close enough for the principle 
of lavud to apply, the cross beam is considered valid, in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Zeira (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 363:20). 


Round cross beam — amy mip: A round cross beam 
is valid, provided that its circumference is at least three 
handbreadths (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:24). 


— BACK 

Curved cross beam - mapy mip: If a cross beam is curved 
outward, the Gemara states ae the section protruding 
outside the alleyway is disregarded and considered com- 
pletely missing. The halakhic validity of the cross beam 
depends on the length of the gap, represented in the 
sketch below with a broken line. If it is longer than three 
handbreadths the cross beam is invalid; if it is less than 
three handbreadths, the cross beam is valid. 


Cross beam curved outward 


Solomon's Sea — mindy bw o: The sea, according to the 
plain sense of the verses, was a huge half-sphere made of 
copper, with a diameter of ten cubits and a circumference 
of approximately thirty cubits. It held the water used for 
washing the priests’ hands and feet. The laver rested on 
twelve statues resembling cattle, which were arranged 
three on each side. 


= 


Depiction of Solomon's Sea 


Bat- na: The liquid equivalent of an ephah, it is one-tenth 
of a kor, ranging from approximately 25 to 43 2. 
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NOTES 
Three lower cubits were square — niinnn niay vow 


Diya: In the Jerusalem Talmud, the conclusion is the same, 


based on the fact that Solomon's Sea is described in the verses 
as both square and round. Since the verse states that the rim 
of the laver was round, the implication is that below its rim it 
was square (Geon Ya'akov). 


BACKGROUND 
Square and round — mibayy niyan: 


Model of Solomon's Sea according to Rami bar Yehezkel 
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in water; specifically in the water ofa ritual bath. The expression 
“all his flesh” (Leviticus 15:16) teaches that one must immerse in 
water that his whole body can enter at once. And how much is 
that? A cubit by a cubit by the height of three cubits. And the 
Sages calculated that the volume of water necessary for a ritual 
bath of this size is forty se'a. 


The Gemara now calculates how many ritual baths should have 
been contained in Solomon’s Sea. The volume of the sea was five 
hundred cubic cubits, as it was ten cubits in length, ten cubits in 
width, and five cubits in height. The minimum volume of a ritual 
bath is three cubic cubits. Therefore, three hundred cubic cubits 
is the volume of a hundred ritual baths, and one hundred and 
fifty cubic cubits is the volume of another fifty ritual baths. Con- 
sequently, four hundred and fifty cubic cubits are enough to 
contain a hundred and fifty ritual baths; but the volume of the sea 
was five hundred. 


The Gemara answers that there is an error in the calculation: 
These calculations with regard to the volume of the sea would 
apply to a square, but the sea fashioned by Solomon was round, 
and its volume was therefore smaller. 


The Gemara continues to ask: Now, how much larger is a square 

of ten-by-ten cubits than a circle with a diameter of ten cubits? A 
quarter. Consequently, four hundred cubic cubits of our original 

calculation must be reduced to three hundred, which is the vol- 
ume of one hundred ritual baths; and the remaining hundred 

cubits must be reduced to seventy-five, which is the volume of 
twenty-five ritual baths. According to this calculation, Solomon's 

Sea was the size of only one hundred and twenty-five ritual baths, 
not one hundred and fifty as stated above. 


In answer to this question, Rami bar Yehezkel taught as follows: 
In the sea that Solomon fashioned, the three lower cubits were 
square" and the upper two were round.’ Consequently, the three 
lower cubits of the sea contained the volume of a hundred ritual 
baths, and its upper three cubits contained the volume of fifty 
ritual baths, for a total of one hundred and fifty ritual baths. 


The Gemara comments: Although you cannot say the opposite, 
that the bottom of the sea was round, as it is written in the verse 
that its brim was round; you can, however, say that only one 
cubit on top was round. 


The Gemara rejects this possibility: This cannot enter your mind, 
as it is written with regard to the sea: “And it was a handbreadth 
thick, and its brim was wrought like the brim of a cup, like the 
petals of a lily; it contained two thousand bat” (1 Kings 7:26). 
How much is the measure ofa bat? Three se‘, as the verse states: 
“Concerning the ordinance of oil, the bat of oil, you shall offer the 
tenth part of a bat out of the kor, which is a homer of ten bat, for 
ten bat are a homer” (Ezekiel 45:14). This proves that the bat is a 
tenth ofa kor, or three sea, as a kor is thirty sea. Consequently, the 
sea, which contained two thousand bat, contained six thousand 
sea, the volume of exactly one hundred and fifty ritual baths. 


The Gemara asks: Isn’t it written elsewhere with regard to 
Solomon’s Sea: “It received and held three thousand bat” 
(11 Chronicles 4:5)? The Gemara answers: That is referring to the 
heaped measure of dry goods that the sea could hold, as dry 
goods can be heaped above the brim. 
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Abaye said: Learn from it that the surplus of dry goods in a vessel 
relative to liquids is one-third of the contents of the vessel. We also 
learned the same thing in the following mishna: A carriage, a box, 
and a cupboard, a round straw barrel, and a round barrel made of 
reeds, and the cistern ofan Alexandrian ship, which is a large vessel 
placed on a boat and filled with potable water, although these vessels 
have bottoms, i.e., they are receptacles, since they have a capacity of 
forty se'a of liquid, which is the equivalent of two kor of dry goods, 
they are ritually pure." Even if they come into contact with a source 
of ritual impurity, they do not become impure. Beyond a certain size, 
containers are no longer considered vessels and, consequently, cannot 
become ritually impure. This mishna states clearly that a vessel that 
holds forty sea of liquids can hold two kor, or sixty se‘a, of dry goods. 


MI S H N A The side posts the Sages spoke of with regard 


to rendering an alleyway fit for one to carry 
within it, their height must be at least ten handbreadths, and their 
width and thickness may be any amount." Rabbi Yosei says: Their 
width must be at least three handbreadths. 


GEMARA We learned in the mishna: The side posts 


the Sages spoke of, etc. The Gemara asks: 
Shall we say the mishna taught an unattributed ruling in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who said that in order to 
permit carrying in an alleyway, we require two side posts? 


The Gemara responds: No; what is meant by the plural term side 
posts? Side posts in general, and not those required by a single al- 
leyway. The Gemara asks: If so, let the previous mishna also teach the 
halakha of a cross beam with the plural term cross beams, and we 
would say: What is meant by the plural term cross beams? Cross 
beams in general. 


The Gemara answers that this is what the mishna is saying: Those 
side posts that Rabbi Eliezer and the Sages disagreed about, of 
which Rabbi Eliezer required two and the Sages sufficed with one, 
their height must be at least ten handbreadths, and their width and 
thickness may be any amount. The Gemara asks: And how much is 
any amount?" Rabbi Hiyya taught: Even as small as the string used 
to tie a coat." 


It was taught in a Tosefta: With regard to one who erected a side post 
for half an alleyway," i.e., he put it up halfway down the alleyway 
rather than at its entrance, he has the right to carry only in the inner 
half of the alleyway, but not in the outer half. The Gemara asks: That 
is obvious; what novel element was introduced here? Rather, say: He 
may carry in the inner half of the alleyway even though there is no 
side post at the entrance to the alleyway. The Gemara asks: That too 
is obvious. The Gemara explains that nonetheless there is a novelty 
here: Lest you say that we should be concerned that if it is permitted 
to carry in the inner half one might come to use the entire alleyway, 
the Tosefta teaches that carrying in the inner half is permitted. 


Rava said: With regard to one who erected a side postin an alleyway 
and raised it three handbreadths from the ground," or distanced it 

three handbreadths from the wall, he has not done anything, as it is 

not a valid side post. Even according to the opinion of Rabban Shi- 
mon ben Gamliel, who said: We say that objects separated by a gap 

of up to four handbreadths are considered connected, that applies 

only above, e.g., to a cross beam that does not reach the wall of the 

alleyway; but below, since it is a partition through which goats can 

pass, as a goat can pass through an opening three handbreadths high, 
even he did not say that they are considered connected.® 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yosei says: The width of the side 
posts must be at least three handbreadths. Rav Yosef said that Rav 
Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The halakha is not in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, not with regard to preparing salt 
brine [hilmei]‘ on Shabbat, and not with regard to side posts. 


HALAKHA 
Vessels that do not contract impurity - pxw obs 
DRVI: Vessels that are generally made to remain in a 
particular place and which hold forty sea are not sus- 
ceptible to ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Kelim 3:2). 


The measurements of a side post — nb pw: It is per- 
mitted to carry in an alleyway when a single side post is 
placed at one side of the entrance. It must be at least ten 
handbreadths high, but may be of minimal width and 
thickness, as stated by the unattributed mishna and in 
accordance with the prevalent custom reported in the 
Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:3). 


One who erected a side post for half an alleyway - nwy 
san rnb mb: If one erected a side post halfway down 
an alleyway, carrying is permitted in the inner half of the 
alleyway, as stated in the Josefta. However, if the outer 
half of the alleyway also has the requisite measurements 
of an alleyway and it has a side post at its entrance, then 
carrying is forbidden in the alleyway unless the residents 
of the two halves merge the two sections of the alleyway 
together [shituf mevuot] (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
363:31). 


Raised it three handbreadths from the ground — i737 
awh YP WPA p: If one placed the side post three hand- 
breadths from the wall or raised it three handbreadths 
from the ground, it is invalid, as stated by Rava (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363210). 


NOTES 
How much is any amount — ximwbp maz: This question 
seems to be superfluous. Nevertheless, several talmudic 
sources indicate that at times, even when a halakha re- 
quires any amount of a particular item, there is a specific 
minimum measurement that is required. Consequently, 
the question is very pertinent (Rashba). 


As small as the string used to tie a coat — bapa bina: 
Some commentaries explain that this refers to the thick 
thread with which a coat is sewn (Rav Hai Gaon). 


BACKGROUND 

A side post that is not in its place - inipna imxw mb: 
The illustration below features two side posts, neither of 
which is valid, due to improper placement. The side post 
adjacent to the wall is invalid because it is raised from the 
ground by more than the permitted three handbreadths. 
The other side post, which is placed on the ground, is 
invalid because it is not positioned within three hand- 
breadths of the alleyway wall. 


Two non-valid side posts 


LANGUAGE 


Brine [hilmei] - gpn: From the Greek Aun, almè, mean- 
ing concentrated salt water or brine. 
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NOTES 


With regard to side posts you did not tell us this - poha 
tor Faial xb: Rav Yosef suffered from an illness later in life that 
caused him to forget much of his learning. Consequently, his 
students would sometimes remind him of what he had taught 
them before his illness. 


Rabbi Yosei’s reasoning is with him — iay ipa DY 97: The 
halakhic authorities disagree whether the principle: Rabbi Yosei, 
his reasoning is with him, is limited to ruling in accordance 
with Rabbi Yosei when he disagrees with a single opposing 
Sage, or whether it applies even when a majority of the Sages 
disagree with him. Some authorities prove from this context 
that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei even against a majority (see Yad Malakhi and Maharitz 
Hayyot). Others state that usually the halakha is in accordance 
with the Sages when they argue with Rabbi Yosei, yet it could 
have been argued that in these specific cases the halakha is in 
accordance with Rabbi Yosei, as his reasoning is exceptionally 
logical here. Nonetheless, the halakha is in accordance with the 
view of the majority (Ritva). 


LANGUAGE 


Reasoning [nimmuk] - pwa’): Probably related to the Greek 
vopukóç, nomikos, meaning connected to the law or having 
knowledge of the statutes and law. Consequently, the state- 
ment that Rabbi Yosei’s nimmuk is with him means that his 
opinion is based upon sound legal reasoning. 


HALAKHA 


One who drinks water to quench his thirst - ova aniwa 
inary: One who drinks water to quench his thirst recites the 
following blessing beforehand: By Whose word all things came 
to be. Afterward he recites the blessing: Who creates the many 
forms of life, as this is the prevalent custom (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 204:7). 


Perek I 
Daf15 Amuda 


HALAKHA ——————— 
A side post that stands by itself - voya myI nb: Aside post 
renders permitted carrying in an alleyway even if it was not 
originally erected for that purpose, provided that one resolved 
to rely on it prior to the beginning of Shabbat. This principle is 
in accordance with the opinion of Abaye. One is not required 
to explicitly state that he is relying on the side post. Rather, if 
it was in place on Friday, it is assumed that the person relies 
on it (Rema), unless he explicitly states that he is not relying 
on it (Magen Avraham, Shulhan Arukh HaRav; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 363:11). 


NOTES ———___—_—_——- 
They relied on it from yesterday —binnyn aby 12220: All the 
Sages, including Abaye, agree that a side post must be relied 
upon from the previous day, because a side post is not a real 
partition. However, a full-fledged partition functions as a wall 
according to Torah law in every regard, irrespective of whether 
or not someone relied upon it from the previous day (see Meiri). 
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Rav Huna bar Hinana said to him: With regard to brine you told 
us that the halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Rab- 
bi Yosei, but with regard to side posts you did not tell us this;" 
perhaps you have forgotten that the halakha is in accordance with 
his view in that case. Rav Yosef asked: What is different about 
brine, with regard to which the Sages disagree with Rabbi Yosei? 
In the case of side posts also the Sages disagree with him, and 
therefore the halakha should not be in accordance with his view 
in either case. Rav Huna bar Hinana said to him: Side posts are 
different, as Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, and therefore the halakha may be decided 
in accordance with their jointly held position. 


The Gemara reports that Rav Rahumei taught this version of the 

previous discussion: Rav Yehuda, the son of Rav Shmuel bar 
Sheilat, said in the name of Rav: The halakha is not in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, not with regard to brine 

and not with regard to side posts. At some later point, someone 

said to him: Did you really say this? He said to them: No. Rava 

said, reinforcing his words with an oath: By God! He did in fact 

say this, and I learned it from him, but he later retracted this 

ruling. And what is the reason he retracted it? Due to the well- 
known principle that Rabbi Yosei’s reasoning [nimmuko]|' is 

with him," and the halakha follows his opinion even against the 

majority view. 


Rava bar Rav Hanan said to Abaye: What is the accepted 
halakha with regard to the width of a side post? He said to him: 
Go out and observe what the people are doing; it is common 
practice to rely on a side post of minimal width. 


The Gemara notes that there are those who taught that this an- 
swer was given with regard to this discussion: One who drinks 
water to quench his thirst" recites the following blessing prior to 
drinking: By Whose word all things came to be. Rabbi Tarfon 
disagrees and says he recites the blessing: Who creates the many 
forms of life and their needs, for all that You have created. Rav 
Hanan said to Abaye: What is the halakha? He said to him: 
Go out and observe what the people are doing; the customary 
practice is to say: By Whose word all things came to be. 


It was stated that the amora’im disagreed about a side post that 
stands by itself," i.e., a side post at the entrance to an alleyway 
that was not put there for the express purpose of permitting one 
to carry on Shabbat. Abaye said: It is a valid side post. Rava said: 
It is not a valid side post. 


The Gemara first narrows the scope of the dispute: In a place 
where the inhabitants of the alleyway did not rely on it from 
yesterday, e.g., the alleyway had another side post that fell down 
on Shabbat, all agree that it is not a valid side post. Where they 
disagree is in a case where they relied on it from yesterday." 
Abaye said: It is a valid side post, as they relied on it from yes- 
terday. Rava said: It is not a valid side post; since it was not 
originally erected for this purpose, it is not considered a valid 
side post. 


The Gemara comments: It might enter your mind to say that just 
as they disagree with regard to a side post, they also disagree 
with regard to whether a partition that was not erected to serve 
that function is considered a valid partition. 
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Come and hear a proof based upon what we learned in the follow- 
ing mishna: With regard to one who makes his sukka among the 
trees, and the trees serve as its walls," it is a valid sukka. This 
proves that the trees function as partitions even though they were 
not erected for this purpose. The Gemara responds: With what are 
we dealing here, in this mishna? To a case where he planted the 
trees from the outset for this purpose. The Gemara asks: If so, it is 
obvious that the trees constitute valid walls. The Gemara answers: 
Lest you say the Sages should issue a decree to prohibit using a 
sukka with trees as its walls, due to a concern that perhaps one will 
come to use the tree on the Festival and detach a branch or leaf in 
the process, the mishna therefore teaches us that no such decree 
was made and the sukka is permitted. 


The Gemara tries to present another proof. Come and hear a proof 
from a baraita: If there was a tree there, or a fence, or a barrier of 
reeds that are interconnected and form a hedge, it is judged to be 
a valid double post, i.e., it qualifies as a partition suitable to enclose 
a public well, as will be explained below. This indicates that a parti- 
tion not constructed to serve as a partition is nonetheless valid. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: Here, too, with what are we dealing? 
With a case where one constructed them from the outset for this 
purpose. The Gemara asks: If so, what does it teach us; is it not 
obvious that it is a valid double post? The Gemara answers: It teach- 
es us that a barrier of reeds is a valid partition if the distance be- 
tween one reed and the next is less than three handbreadths, as 
Abaye raised this dilemma to Rabba, and the baraita teaches that 
it is valid. 


The Gemara suggests another proof. Come and hear a proof from 
the following mishna: With regard to a tree whose branches hang 
over from a height of greater than ten handbreadths and reach al- 
most to the ground, if the ends ofits branches are not higher than 
three handbreadths from the ground, one may carry under it; the 
branches constitute partitions all around, and it is therefore permis- 
sible to carry in the enclosed area. The Gemara responds: Here, too, 
with what are we dealing? With a case where he planted the tree 
from the outset for this purpose. 


The Gemara asks: If so, it should be permitted to carry in all of it 
no matter how large the area. Why, then, did Rav Huna, the son of 
Rav Yehoshua, say: One may only carry under the tree ifits branch- 
es enclose an area no larger than two beit se‘a, i.e., five thousand 
square cubits? If the area is larger, it is not considered a courtyard, 
and carrying there is prohibited. This indicates that the branches are 
not considered full-fledged partitions. 


The Gemara answers: The reason that carrying is permitted only if 
the enclosed area is less than this size is because it is a dwelling 
whose use is for the open air beyond it, i.e., itis used by guards who 
are watching the fields beyond it, rather than as an independent 
dwelling place, and the halakha with regard to any dwelling whose 
use is for the open air beyond it is that one may carry in it only if 
its area is no larger than two beit se‘a. 


The Gemara suggests another proof. Come and hear that which was 
taught in the following baraita: With regard to one who established 
his Shabbat abode on a mound that was ten handbreadths high 
and its area was anywhere from four cubits to the two beit sea; and 
similarly, one who established his Shabbat abode in a natural cavi- 
ty" of a rock that is ten handbreadths deep and its area was any- 
where from four cubits to two beit sea; and similarly, one who 
established his Shabbat abode in a field of reaped grain, and rows 
of stalks ten handbreadths high that have not been reaped surround 
it, serving as a partition enclosing the reaped area, he may walk in 
the entire enclosed area, and outside it an additional two thousand 
cubits. This indicates that a partition not specifically constructed 
to serve as a partition is nonetheless valid. 


HALAKHA =—W¥-W¥_—_—_—_- 
Trees serving as the walls of a sukka - mar) nit miso: 
A sukka whose walls are formed by trees is a valid sukka 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 630710). 


One who established his Shabbat abode on a mound or in 
a cavity — ypa i bna naw: If one established his Shabbat 
abode in a place that is surrounded by walls that were not 
constructed for the purpose of creating a dwelling place, 
and the enclosed area is less than two beit sea, the enclosed 
area is comparable to one's private domain. One may walk 
on Shabbat throughout the area and another two thousand 
cubits beyond its walls (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 396:2). 
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—_——— NOTES 
A mound and a cavity — yp dn: The primary proof is from 
the choice of words. The words mound [te/] and cavity 
[neka], refer exclusively to places not fashioned by human 
hands, as a man-made valley is called a ditch or something 
similar (see Rashi in tractate Sukka). 


Rav and Rav Huna — x371 21 27: A similar story is recounted 
in the Jerusalem Talmud, or perhaps it is a different version 
of the incident recounted here: Rav pulled down the side 
post of a certain alleyway because it was not constructed in 
accordance with the halakha, and he did not want to rely on 


the palm tree that was situated at the entrance to the alley- 
way because they had not relied on it from the previous day. 


—_——— HALAKHA 
A partition that stands by itself - when Miya myn: A 
partition that was not originally constructed to serve as a 
partition is nonetheless valid (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
362:50). 
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And if you say that here, too, it is a case where he made it from 
the outset for this purpose, there is a difficulty. Granted, in the 
case of the grain, this answer is all right; but with regard to amound 
and a cavity, what can be said?" They were there from time 
immemorial and were not constructed to serve as partitions. 


Rather, the Gemara rejects its previous argument and explains: 
With regard to partitions, all agree that a partition that stands by 
itself is a partition," despite the fact that it was not erected for that 
purpose. Where they disagree is with regard to a side post. Abaye 
follows his usual line of reasoning, as he said that a side post serves 
as a partition, and a partition that stands by itself is a valid parti- 
tion. And Rava follows his usual line of reasoning, as he said that 
a side post serves as a conspicuous marker. Therefore, if it was 
made with a person's hands for that purpose, it is considered a 
conspicuous marker; and if not, it is not considered a conspicuous 
marker. 


The Gemara now attempts to prove which side is correct according 
to this version of the dispute. Come and hear a proof from the 
Tosefta: With regard to stones ofa wall that protrude from the wall 
and are separated from each other by less than three handbreadths, 
there is no need for another side post in order to permit carrying 
in the alleyway; the protruding stones join together to form a side 
post. However, if they are separated by three handbreadths, there is 
a need for another side post. This indicates that a side post is valid 
even if it was not erected for that purpose. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: Here, too, we are dealing with a case 
where one built them from the outset for this purpose. The Ge- 
mara comments: If so, it is obvious that the side post is valid. The 
Gemara explains: Lest you say that it was only in order to connect 
the building to another building that he built the wall with protrud- 
ing stones, it teaches us that it is a valid side post. We are not con- 
cerned that onlookers might assume that the wall was not originally 
built as a side post. 


The Gemara suggests another proof: Come and hear the following 
Tosefta taught by Rabbi Hiyya: A wall, one side of which is more 
recessed than the other, whether the indentation is visible from 
the outside and the wall looks even from the inside, or it is visible 
from the inside and the wall looks even from the outside, it is 
considered a side post. This indicates that a side post is valid even 
if it was not erected for that purpose. 


The Gemara answers: Here, too, it is a case where one fashioned it 
from the outset for this purpose, to serve as a side post. The Ge- 
mara asks: If so, what does it teach us? The Gemara answers: This 
teaches us that a side post that is visible from the outside and looks 
even with the wall from the inside is considered a side post, al- 
though this view is not universally accepted. 


The Gemara suggests another proof: Come and hear the following 
story: Rav was sitting in a certain alleyway, and Rav Huna was 
sitting before him." He said to his attendant: Go, bring me a small 
pitcher of water. By the time he came back with the water, the side 
post at the entrance to the alleyway had fallen. Rav signaled to him 
with his hand that he should stop, and the attendant stood in his 
place. Rav Huna said to Rav: Doesn’t the Master hold that it is 
permissible to rely on the palm tree located at the entrance to this 
alleyway as a side post? Rav said: This scholar, Rav Huna, is com- 
parable to one who does not know the teachings of the Sages. Did 
we rely on the palm tree from yesterday? Since we did not, carrying 
in the alleyway is not permitted. 


Based on Rav’s response, the Gemara argues as follows: The reason 
that the palm tree could not serve as a side post is because we did 
not rely on the palm tree from yesterday. This indicates that had we 
relied on it, it would be a valid side post, thus proving that a side 
post that was not erected for that purpose is nonetheless valid, in 
accordance with the opinion of Abaye. 
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The Gemara suggests: Shall we say that Abaye and Rava dis- 
agree only in a case where they did not rely on it before 
Shabbat, but in a case where they did rely on it, all agree it is 
a valid side post? The Gemara answers: This should not enter 
your mind, as there was a certain balcony [barka]! that was 
in the house of Bar Havu that Abaye and Rava disagreed 
about their entire lives. The residents of the alleyway began 
relying on a pillar upon which the balcony rested as their side 
post. Since Abaye and Rava disagreed about this case, it is clear 
that their disagreement applies even when the residents had 
relied on the item as a side post from before Shabbat. 


id F 
MI S HNA One may construct side posts om 


anything, even a living creature," pro- 
vided that it was properly attached to the entrance of the 
alleyway," and Rabbi Meir prohibits using a living creature 
as a side post. The mishna continues with a similar dispute: 
Even a living creature imparts ritual impurity ifit used as the 
covering of a grave.™" 


But Rabbi Meir deems it pure. Likewise, one may write 
women’s bills of divorce on anything, even a living creature." 
But Rabbi Yosei HaGelili invalidates a bill of divorce written 
on a living creature. 


G E M ARA It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi 


Meir says: An animate object may 
neither be used as a wall for a sukka, nor as a side post for 
an alleyway, nor as one of the upright boards surrounding a 
well, nor as the covering of a grave. They said in the name 
of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili: Nor may one write women’s bills 
of divorce on it. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for Rabbi Yosei HaGe- 
lili’s opinion? As it was taught in a baraita with regard to the 

verse: “When a man takes a wife, and marries her, then it 

comes to pass if she finds no favor in his eyes, because he has 

found some unseemly thing in her; that he write her a scroll 

of severance and give it in her hand, and send her out of his 

house” (Deuteronomy 24:1): From the word scroll, I have 

derived that only a scroll is valid. From where is it derived to 

include all objects as valid materials upon which a bill of di- 
vorce may be written? The Torah states: “That he write her,’ 
in any case, i.e., any surface upon which the formula can be 

written. If so, why does the verse state “scroll”? To tell you 

that a bill of divorce must be written on a surface like a scroll: 

Just as a scroll is neither alive nor food, so too, a bill of di- 
vorce may be written on any object that is neither alive nor 

food. That is why Rabbi Yosei HaGelili invalidates a bill of 
divorce written on a living being. 


LANGUAGE 
Balcony [barka] - 777: The plural form of the biblical word yatzi'a, 
i.e., a second story (Arukh). Some authorities claim that this word 
originates from the Middle Persian word varag, which can mean 
an enclosure. 


NOTES 


A living creature — o»n m1 ja ww 734: The rationale of those 
who prohibit utilizing an animal is either because it might die and 
then shrink at the time of death to less than the required height, or 
because a partition of this kind, which is maintained by the spirit, 
i.e., whose entire essence is the life it contains, is not considered 
a partition. Opinions cited in the Jerusalem Talmud differentiate 
between a side post and a partition, and hold that a living creature 
is valid for only one of these two functions; some say as a side post, 
while others say as a partition. 


Covering of a grave - dois: The nature of this item is subject to dis- 
pute. The geonim, Rashi, Rambam, and other commentaries explain 
that a golel is the gravestone placed over a grave. Rabbeinu Hananel 
and other authorities state that golel refers to the heavy stone placed 
over the corpse in order to cover the open coffin. 


HALAKHA =§=———————————_- 
Aside post from a living creature - on dyan mb: Aside post can 
be fashioned from anything, including a living creature. However, if 
it is an animal, it must be securely tied in place so that it cannot run 
away or crouch down below the required height. Even a person who 
is tied up can serve as a side post (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 3633, 
in the comment of the Rema). 


The impurity of the covering of a grave — Dis naw: Anything 
can become ritually impure as the covering of a grave. If an animal 
is tied in place over a grave, it transmits seven-day impurity to 
whoever touches it as long as it is tied there (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 6:4). 


HALAKHA 


On what may a bill of divorce be written - ba 2533 m2 by: A bill 
of divorce may be written on any surface, even on an animal. It 
must then be legally transferred to the woman. This halakha is in 
accordance with the ruling in the unattributed mishna (Shulhan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 124:2). 
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HALAKHA 
With what means can a woman be divorced - maa 
nwm: A woman may be divorced only by means 
ofa bill of divorce, not through the transfer of money 
or by any other means (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hil- 
khot Geirushin 1:1). 


Conditions in a bill of divorce — p33 aH: A bill 
of divorce that contains a condition that binds the 
woman to her husband indefinitely is not valid. One 
should refrain from attaching a condition that is lim- 
ited in time if it difficult for her to fulfill it, as it is likely 
that this will cause the bill of divorce to be invalidated 
retroactively, which would lead to extreme halakhic 
difficulties (Shu/han Arukh, Even HaEzer 143:20-21). 


The size of a breach — aye bts: Agap ina partition 
up to ten cubits wide is considered an entrance. If 
the breach is greater, it is not considered an entrance, 
and the partition is halakhically disqualified (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 362:9). 


NOTES 


A matter that severs all connection between him 
and her - apa i»a NDT 127: The addendum of 
a condition to a bill of divorce does not in itself in- 
validate it, even if the condition will be in effect for 
many years. Some authorities maintain that even 
a condition that is in effect for a lifetime does not 
invalidate the bill of divorce. If a woman wants the 
divorce to take effect, she must fulfill any valid condi- 
tion stipulated in the bill of divorce. However, if the 
content of the bill of divorce clearly indicates that the 
husband is not releasing the woman from all of her 
obligations to him, the bill of divorce is invalid since 
it does not result in severance. 


Scroll [sefer] of severance — mina 19D: Some com- 
mentaries interpret this phrase as requiring the hus- 
band to clearly tell his wife that he is separating from 
her, since the Hebrew sefer, a book or scroll, is etymo- 
ogically related to the verb sapper, tell. Therefore, in 
he case of a bill of divorce that includes an indefinite 
condition, when receiving the bill of divorce, there 
is no way for the wife to be certain whether or not 
she will be effectively divorced, If she fails to fulfill 
he condition, the bill of divorce will be invalidated. 
Consequently, a bill of divorce of this kind does not 
include an account [sippur] of severance (Rabbi Elazar 
oshe Horowitz). 
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The Gemara asks: And how do the Rabbis, who disagree and say that 
a bill of divorce may be written even on a living creature or on food, 
interpret the verse? They contend: Is the verse written: “Let him write 
for her in the scroll [basefer];” indicating the only type of surface on 
which the bill of divorce may be written? No, scroll [sefer] is written, 
which comes to teach that a mere account of the matters [sefirot 
devarim] is required. In other words, sefer is referring not to the sur- 
face on which a bill of divorce must be written, but rather to the es- 
sence of the bill of divorce. The verse teaches that the bill of divorce 
must contain particular content. 


The Gemara continues: And what do the Rabbis derive from the 

phrase “that he write her”? The Gemara answers: That phrase is re- 
quired to teach the principle that awoman is divorced only by means 

of writing, i.e, a bill of divorce, and she is not divorced by means of 
money." It might have entered your mind to say: Since in the verse, 
leaving marriage, i.e., divorce, is juxtaposed to becoming married, 
i.e, betrothal, then, just as becoming married is effected with money, 
so too, leaving marriage may be effected with money. Therefore, the 

Torah teaches us: “That he write for her”; divorce can be effected only 
with a written bill of divorce. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, from where does he 
derive this reasoning, that a woman cannot be divorced with money? 
The Gemara answers: He derives it from the phrase: A scroll of sev- 
erance, which teaches that a scroll, i.e., a written document, severs 
her from her husband and nothing else severs her from him. 


The Gemara continues: And the Rabbis explain that this phrase: A 
scroll of severance," is required to teach that a bill of divorce must be 
a matter that severs all connection between him and her." As it was 
taught in a baraita: If a man says to his wife: This is your bill of divorce, 
on condition that you will never drink wine, or on condition that 
you will never go to your father’s house, that is not severance; the 
bill of divorce is not valid. Ifa bill of divorce imposes a condition upon 
the woman that permanently binds her to her husband, her relation- 
ship with her husband has not been completely severed, which is a 
prerequisite for divorce. If, however, he imposes a condition for the 
duration of thirty days, or any other limited period of time, that is 
severance, and the bill of divorce is valid, as the relationship will be 
completely terminated at the end of the thirty-day period." 


And Rabbi Yosei HaGelili derives that a condition without a termi- 
nation point invalidates the divorce from the fact that instead of using 
the term karet, the verse uses the more expanded term keritut. Inas- 
much as both terms denote severance, using the longer term teaches 
us two things: Divorce can be effected only by means of writing and 
not through money, and divorce requires total severance. 


And as for the Rabbis, they do not derive anything from the expansion 
of karet to keritut. 


MI S HN A If a caravan camped in a valley, i.e., an open 


space not enclosed by walls, and the travelers 
enclosed their camp with partitions made of the animals’ equipment, 
e.g., saddles and the like, one may carry inside the enclosed area, 
provided that the resultant partition will be a fence ten hand- 
breadths high, and that there will not be breaches in the partition 
greater than the built segment. 


Any breach that is approximately ten cubits wide is permitted and 
does not invalidate the partition because it is considered like an 
entrance." However, if one of the breaches is greater than ten cubits, 
itis prohibited to carry anywhere in the enclosed area. 


G E M ARA It is stated that the amora’im disagree about 


the case where the breached segment of the 
partition equals the standing portion. Rav Pappa said: It is permit- 
ted to carry within that enclosure. Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, 
said: It is prohibited. 
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The Gemara explains: Rav Pappa said: It is permitted. This is what 
the Merciful One taught Moses:" Do not breach the majority of 
the partition; as long as the greater part is not breached, it is consid- 
ered a partition. Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: It is pro- 
hibited. This is what the Merciful One taught Moses: Circum- 
scribe the greater part; if the greater part is not enclosed, it is not 
a partition. 


We learned in the mishna: And there will not be breaches in the 
partition greater than the built segment. Only then would carrying 
be permitted in the enclosed area. By inference, if the breaches 
equal the built segment, it is permitted. This presents a difficulty 
for Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua. 


The Gemara responds: Do not say: By inference if they equal the 
built segment, it is permitted; rather, say: If the built segment is 
greater than the breach, it is permitted to carry in the enclosed 
area. 


The Gemara continues: However, according to that way of under- 
standing the mishna, if the breach equals the built segment, what 
is the halakha? Is carrying prohibited? If so, let the mishna teach 
that carrying is permitted, provided that the breaches do not equal 
the built segment. It can be inferred from this that if the breaches 
are greater than the built segment, it is certainly prohibited. The 
Gemara concludes: Indeed, this poses a difficulty to the opinion of 
Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua. 


The Gemara cites a proof to support Rav Pappa’s opinion. Come 
and hear that which the mishna taught about the halakhot of sukka: 
With regard to one who roofed his sukka with metal skewers" or 
with bed posts, both of which are unfit for sukka roofing because 
they are susceptible to ritual impurity, if there is space between 
them, equal to their width, filled with materials valid for sukka 
roofing, the sukka is valid." Apparently, with regard to roofing, if 
the valid materials equal the invalid, the sukka is valid. Similarly, if 
the built segment of an enclosure equals the breached segment, it 
is a valid enclosure for the purpose of carrying on Shabbat. This 
supports Rav Pappa's opinion against that of Rav Huna, son of Rav 
Yehoshua. 


The Gemara contests this conclusion. With what are we dealing 
here? It is with a case where the skewers can be inserted and ex- 
tracted easily. In other words, the case of the mishna in Sukka is not 
one where there are equal amounts of valid and invalid roofing. It 
is referring to a case where there is additional space between the 
skewers, which allows for their easy insertion and removal. Conse- 
quently, the space filled by the valid roofing is greater than that filled 
by the skewers. 


The Gemara asks: Isn’t it possible to be precise? Couldn't the 
mishna in Sukka be understood as describing a case where the gaps 
between the skewers equal the width of the skewers? That under- 
standing supports the opinion of Rav Pappa, who maintains that 
when the valid segment precisely equals the invalid segment, the 
whole is valid. 


Rabbi Ami said: This mishna is referring to a case where one adds 
roofing, so that the area of the valid roofing is greater than that of 
the skewers. 


Rava said: This is referring to a case where if the skewers were 
placed crosswise to the sukka, he should place the valid roofing 
lengthwise, and similarly, if the skewers were placed lengthwise, he 
should place the valid roofing crosswise, ensuring that there is 
more valid than invalid roofing. 


The Gemara seeks to adduce a proof in support of the opinion of 
Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua: Come and hear that which was 
taught in a baraita: Ifa caravan camped in a field, and the travelers 
surrounded their camp with camels that were made to crouch 
down, or with their saddles, 


NOTES 
The Merciful One taught Moses — mind NOM PWN: 
Some commentaries were troubled by this passage, 
which implies that an enclosure whose combined 
breaches are wider than its combined standing por- 
tions is invalid either by Torah law or on the basis of 
a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai (Rashba; 
Ritva). Given the halakha of boards surrounding a well, 
it is unlikely that the invalidation of a partition whose 
breached segments are greater than its standing seg- 
ments is Torah law (see the mishna on 17b, p. 95, and 
the Gemara on 10a, p. 48). The Ra‘avad explains that the 
phrase: The Merciful One taught Moses, should not be 
taken literally. He maintains that the disqualification of 
a partition is only by rabbinic decree, even in a case 
where the breached segments are greater than the 
standing segments of the partition. 


A sukka and a partition - n¥’rna ABD: How can the 
law of the walls of a courtyard be compared to the laws 
of the roofing of a sukka? Since these laws are not de- 
rived from the same source, perhaps their requirements 
are completely different. The Ritva answers that initially 
the Gemara entertained the possibility that there is 
an abstract, general question with regard to objects 
consisting of both valid and invalid components. When 
the valid component is greater than the invalid, or vice 
versa, the legal status of the object is determined by the 
majority. The question here is with regard to the status 
of an item that is composed of exactly half valid and half 
invalid components. Ultimately, the Gemara concludes 
that there is no overriding principle in this matter. In 
some halakhot, the legal status of half is like that of the 
majority. In others, the legal status of half is like that of 
the minority and does not determine the object's status. 


HALAKHA 

A sukka roofed with skewers - pnawa Mpa naw: If 
one roofed his sukka with skewers that are less than four 
handbreadths wide, and the gaps between the skewers 
are exactly equal to the width of the skewers, the sukka 
is invalid, since it is impossible to make certain that the 
precise amount of requisite roofing is in place. However, 
if one widened the gaps between the skewers even 
minimally, or if one positioned the roofing material 
across rather than parallel to the skewers, the sukka is 
valid, in accordance with the ruling of Rabbi Ami and 
Rava (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 631:8). 
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NOTES 


Cushions [avitin] — pray: The Ra'avad understands 
that in this context the word avitin refers to a kind of 
bucket. This is its meaning in other contexts in the Tal- 
mud. 


Stalks [kolahot] - nindip: The Arukh explains that 
kolahot are dry vegetable stalks. 


Three measures for partitions — nix*naa ni wow: 

A lengthy discussion of this baraita found in the Jeru- 
salem Talmud concludes that the rules for partitions 
detailed in this baraita apply only to the halakhot of 
forbidden diverse kinds and not to the halakhot of 
partitions pertaining to carrying on Shabbat. On Shab- 
bat, the partition must be complete so as to create an 

enclosed domain. With respect to diverse kinds, the 
main function of the partition is to create a conspicuous 
demarcation between the grape vines and the other 
crops. Consequently, with respect to diverse kinds, in 

the case of a ten-cubit-long fence that has a breach of 
more than ten cubits, the fence is still a partition in that 
it prevents the crops opposite the standing segment 
from becoming forbidden. In contrast, with respect to 
Shabbat, a partition with a breach that is greater than 

ten cubits does not count as a partition at all, even if 
the standing segment is greater than the breached 

segment (see Rashba and Ritva). 


So that a goat would not be able to leap — 3p? xo 
stam: Rashba explains that the strict standard that no 
gap be wide enough for a goat to jump through, i.e., 
wider than three handbreadths, is due to the fact that 
a partition consisting of boards that are each less than 
three handbreadths wide is regarded as an inferior par- 
tition. A partition composed of boards more than three 
but less than four handbreadths wide is valid, even if it 
has gaps wider than three handbreadths, as long as 
none of the gaps is wider than its adjacent standing 
segments. However, that partition is regarded as inferior 
compared to one made up of components that are 
more than four handbreadths wide. When the standing 
components are wider than four handbreadths, the 
individual components are still regarded as significant 
and protect the crops facing them from becoming for- 
bidden due to diverse kinds, even when the partition 
as a whole is invalid, either because of a ten-cubit gap 
or because of the sum of the gaps is greater than the 
sum of the standing segments. 


A braid [pe'a] above them - Twm mea: The Arukh 
explains that anything that surrounds another object 
without affording it protection is called a pea. 


HALAKHA 
A partition of less than three handbreadths - my°r 
nyw nina: In the case of a partition made of boards 
less than three handbreadths wide, in order for it to 
be a valid partition, there may not be a gap of three 
handbreadths between any two boards (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 296:45). 


A partition from three to four handbreadths - nx'rua 
DIVIN W mywn: In the case of a partition made 
of boards, each of which is between three and four 
handbreadths wide, there may not be a gap the width 
of a board between any two boards (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 296:40). 


80 


PEREK I: 16A:.1D’K PID 


-nindipa oxpa poowa poya 
x? oe acai mina povden 
ADI PT baa Kona bab bia pa 
Day DY pat ADIN Kone ary) 

way soap 


Sy) DIDS M N37 


wow IN TAK MYM YAV KA 
nina snw b> cnienaa niin 
mb at pa xp Nw pry - nnn 
naa san pp Kow 1p moby 

WN 


w nwownr nwo sinw Ya 
md m pa xm xb PR- 
Tiy YNI KP roy 2 aston 
IK- satya by mana yp 7 ON) 

NOX TAYT aD 


IWY sy avai TYIN ty Ss 
mm mm pa xa Kby - PW- Max 
ADY ye sp KDW isibas 
ye ye re DN) 
TI OX) HDX y3 TD AAI 
aa23 9x8 - ynan by man iy 

amn ynan 


OV PI DK - WYN NPI TY) 
mes 1 nyin) oNpitn Dp 
amna wy wna box 2 Tyn 


TYNE wy when ee nin anp 
isbn mb mt pa emp oy sab 
INE ATT MAINA 


or with saddle cushions [avitin]," or with wheat sheaves, or with 
boards, or with stalks [kolahot]," one may carry within the enclosed 
area, provided that there is no camel-length gap between one cam- 
el and another, or a saddle-length gap between one saddle and 
another, or a cushion-length gap between one cushion and an- 
other. Apparently, from this baraita it can be understood that if the 
breach is equal to the standing segment, it is not a valid enclosure. 


The Gemara rejects this conclusion. Here, too, it is referring to gaps 
through which the various objects can easily be inserted and ex- 
tracted, so that the breached segment is in fact slightly greater than 
that of the standing segment. 


The Gemara cites yet another proof: Come and hear that which was 
taught in the Tosefta in tractate Kilayim: Ultimately, you say that 
there are three measures for partitions.’ These partitions form a 
barrier that demarcates between vines and seeds. They are needed to 
render permitted the sowing of a field with diverse kinds of seeds. In 
the case of any partition consisting of boards that are each less than 
three handbreadths wide," it is necessary that there will not be a gap 
of three handbreadths between this board and that, so that a goat 
would not be able to leap" headlong through it unimpeded. If the 
gap is wider than three handbreadths, i.e., wide enough that a goat can 
leap through it, the boards are not considered joined and it is not 
considered a partition. 


In the case of any partition that consists of boards that are three 
handbreadths wide, as well as boards from three to four hand- 
breadths wide," the gap between the boards may be greater than three 
handbreadths. Nonetheless, it is necessary that there will not be a 
gap equal to the full width of a board between one board and the 
next, so that the breached segment will not equal the standing seg- 
ment. And if the breached segment is greater than the standing 
segment, it is prohibited to sow another species, even in the area 
opposite the standing segment, as the breached segment invalidates 
the entire partition. 


With regard to any partition that consists of boards that are four 
handbreadths wide, as well as boards from four handbreadths to ten 
cubits wide, it is necessary that there not be a gap the full width of 
a board between one board and the next, so that the breached seg- 
ment will not equal the standing segment. And if the breached 
segment equals the standing segment, then in the area opposite the 
standing segment, it is permitted to sow other species, as there is a 
partition there; however, in the area facing the breached segment it 
is prohibited. And if the sum of the standing segments is greater 
than the sum of the breached segments, sowing other species is 
permitted, even in the area opposite the breached part. 


However, if, the partition was breached more than ten cubits, sowing 
diverse kinds is prohibited, as a breach of more than ten cubits in- 
validates the entire partition. But if there were pronged stakes stuck 
in the ground there, and one made them a braid [pe'a] of straw above 
them" in the form of a doorway, even if the stakes were set more than 
ten cubits apart, sowing is permitted. The form of a doorway renders 
the partition valid, even if there is a breach wider than ten cubits. 


The Gemara explains how the passage from the Tosefta of tractate 
Kilayim supports the opinion of Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, 
contrary to that of Rav Pappa. In any case, the first clause of the 
Tosefta teaches that if each of the boards that make up the partition is 
from three to four handbreadths wide, sowing other species is per- 
mitted, provided that there is not a gap the full width of a board 
between one board and the next. This is a conclusive refutation of 
the opinion of Rav Pappa, who permits carrying when the breach 
equals the standing segment of the partition. 
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Rav Pappa could have said to you: What does the baraita mean 
by a gap the full width of a board? It means a gap through which 
the board could easily be inserted and extracted, which is a gap 
slightly wider than the board itself. 


The Gemara comments: So too, it stands to reason, from the fact 
that the Tosefta teaches later: If the breached segment is greater 
than the standing segment, it is prohibited to sow another spe- 
cies, even in the area opposite the standing portion. By inference, 
if the breached segment equals the standing segment, sowing 
other species is in fact permitted. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, 
learn from here proof for the opinion of Rav Pappa. 


The Gemara asks: Let us say that this conclusion is a conclusive 
refutation of the opinion of Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua. 
The Gemara rejects this: Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, could 
have said to you: And according to your reasoning, say the lat- 
ter clause of the Tosefta as follows: If the sum of the standing 
segment is greater than the sum of the breached segment, sow- 
ing other species is permitted even in the area opposite the 
breached segment. This clause indicates that if the breached 
segment equals the standing segment, sowing other species is 
prohibited. 


The Gemara points out that that analysis of the baraita leads to the 

conclusion that the latter clause poses a difficulty for Rav Pap- 
pa’s opinion; the first clause poses a difficulty for the opinion of 
Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua. 


The Gemara answers: The latter clause poses no difficulty to Rav 
Pappa. Since the first clause taught the expression: If the sum of 
the breached segment is greater than the sum of the standing 
segment, the latter clause of the baraita taught the parallel expres- 
sion: If the sum of the standing segment is greater than the sum 
of the breached segment, even though the latter formulation is 
imprecise, as the same halakha applies even if the two are equal. 


Similarly, the Gemara explains that the first clause does not pose 

a difficulty to Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua. Since the barai- 
ta sought to teach the expression in the latter clause: If the sum 
of the standing segments is greater than the sum of the breached 

segments, in the first clause taught the parallel expression : If the 

sum of the breached segments is greater than the sum of the 

standing segments, even though this formulation is imprecise, as 

the same halakha applies even if the two are equal. 


The Gemara continues: Granted, according to Rav Pappa, who 
permits carrying in the case where the breaches equal the standing 
segments, the baraita makes sense, as for that reason the tanna 
did not combine the case of boards less than three handbreadths 
wide with the case of boards three handbreadths wide and teach 
them in a single clause. According to Rav Pappa, there is a sig- 
nificant difference between the two situations. In a case where the 
boards are less than three handbreadths wide, the partition is in- 
valid if there is a gap of three handbreadths between one bar and 
the next. However, ifthe boards are precisely three handbreadths 
wide, the partition is valid unless there is a gap of more than three 
handbreadths between them. 


However, according to Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, who 
considers a partition invalid when its breached segments are equal 
to its standing segments, the baraita should have combined the 
case of boards less than three handbreadths wide with the case of 
boards exactly three handbreadths wide and taught them in the 
following single clause: Any partition made of boards less than 
three handbreadths wide or exactly three handbreadths wide, it 
is necessary that there not be a gap of three handbreadths be- 
tween one board and another. According to Rav Huna, son of 
Rav Yehoshua, if a partition with boards three handbreadths wide 
is to be valid, the gap must be less than three handbreadths. 
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NOTES 


Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel’s opinion — jiynaw ja1 now 


Dba Ja: The early commentaries noted that this state- 
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The Gemara explains why the two cases were not combined accord- 
ing to Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua. It is because the disquali- 
fication in the first clause is not similar to the disqualification in 

the latter clause. The reason for the disqualification in the first 

clause is because a valid partition must be constructed so that a 
goat would not be able to jump through the gap in one leap; the 

reason for the disqualification in the latter clause, where the 

boards are three handbreadths wide, is so that the breached seg- 
ments will equal the combined standing segments. In practice, just 
as in the case of boards less than three handbreadths wide, the gap 

must be less than three handbreadths, so too, in the case of boards 

three handbreadths wide, the gap must also be less than three hand- 
breadths. However, in terms of underlying reasoning, the case of 
boards three handbreadths wide must be categorized in the second 

grouping in the Tosefta, not the first. Therefore, no proof can be 

cited from here, neither in support of the opinion of Rav Pappa nor 
in support of the opinion of Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua. 


The Gemara briefly discusses the ruling cited in the Tosefta that a 
breach of less than three handbreadths does not invalidate a parti- 
tion. In accordance with whose opinion is that ruling? It is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who say: In the case of a 
gap less than three handbreadths, we say, i.e., we apply, the prin- 
ciple of lavud, and the partitions are considered joined; however, if 
the gap is three handbreadths, we do not say lavud. 


Say the latter clause with regard to a partition of boards as follows: 
In the case of any partition whose boards are three handbreadths 
wide, and any partition whose boards are from three to four hand- 
breadths wide, 


we have arrived at the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel," 
who said: Concerning any gap less than four handbreadths wide, 
the principle of lavud is applied. As had it been taught in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis, why does the baraita list from three 
to four handbreadths as a separate category? In the case of both 
three and four handbreadths, the halakha is one and the same: The 
principle of lavud does not apply from three handbreadths upward. 


Abaye said: From the fact that the first clause is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis, the latter clause must also be in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis. And the Rabbis concede 
that with regard to any case where the halakha permits sowing 
other species in the area opposite the standing portion, if there is 
an area of four handbreadths, it is considered a significant partition, 
which permits sowing; and if not, it is not considered a significant 
partition and does not permit sowing. Accordingly, there is a differ- 
ence between a fence of three handbreadths and one of four hand- 
breadths, as even the Rabbis concede that a fence of four hand- 
breadths is more significant. 


Rava said: From the fact that the latter clause is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, the first clause must 
also be in accordance with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel. And when Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel said that we say 
the principle of lavud in the case of a gap up to four handbreadths 
wide, this applies above, off the ground, e.g. in the case of a cross 
beam suspended at a distance from the wall. However, below, near 
the ground, it is like a partition through which goats can pass, and 
therefore he too agrees that we do not say the principle of lavud in 
that case. 
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The Gemara returns to the dispute with regard to a breach equal to the 
standing segments of a partition and cites another proof. Come and hear 
that which was taught in the following baraita: With regard to an area 
enclosed by these walls, in a case where most of them consist of en- 
trance and windows, it is permitted to carry on Shabbat within the area, 
provided that the standing segments are greater than the breached 
segments. 


The Gemara analyzes the formulation of the baraita: Can it enter your 
mind that the baraita is referring to a case where most of the walls are 
entrances and windows? If so, the standing segments are certainly not 
greater than the breached segments. Rather, emend the baraita as fol- 
lows: Carrying in the area enclosed by these walls, to which one added 
many entrances and windows, is permitted, provided that the standing 
segments are greater than the breached segments. 


The Gemara draws an inference: If the standing segments equal the 
breached segments," carrying is prohibited in that enclosure. This is a 
conclusive refutation of the opinion of Rav Pappa. The Gemara con- 
cludes: Indeed, it is a conclusive refutation. Nevertheless, the halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Pappa. 


The Gemara wonders: A conclusive refutation and the halakha? The 
Gemara answers: Yes, that is the case, because the precise reading of the 
mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Pappa. As we learned 
in the mishna the following phrase: Provided ... there will not be breach- 
es in the partition greater than the built segment. This is clearly indicating 
that ifthe breached segments are equal to the built segments, carrying is 


permitted, as maintained by Rav Pappa. 

MI S HN A If a caravan is camped in a field, and the travelers 
seek to construct partitions to render the area fit 

for one to carry within it on Shabbat, one surrounds the area with three 

ropes, one above another, and a third one above the other two. One is 

permitted to carry within the circumscribed area provided that there will 

not be a gap of three handbreadths between one rope and the next." 


The measure of the ropes and their combined thickness must be greater 
than a handbreadth, so that the entire partition, consisting of three ropes 
and the empty spaces between them, will be ten handbreadths high. 


Alternatively, one may surround the area with boards that stand upright, 
provided that there will not be a gap of three handbreadths between 
one board and the next. 


When the Sages issued this ruling, they spoke exclusively of a caravan; 
this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda, who maintains that a partition of 
this kind, which consists of only horizontal or vertical elements, is permit- 
ted exclusively in exigent circumstances. Otherwise, full-fledged partitions 
are required. However, the Rabbis say: They spoke of a caravan in the 
mishna only because they spoke in the present," citing the most typical 
case. Those traveling in caravans were typically unable to erect full-fledged 
partitions, so they would surround their camps with ropes or boards. 
However, the halakha in the mishna applies in all cases. 


The mishna cites an additional dispute: Any partition that is not con- 
structed of both warp and woof, i.e., vertical and horizontal elements, is 
not a partition; this is the statement of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Ye- 
huda. He holds that the vertical boards and the horizontal ropes are not 
considered a partition, even in the exigent circumstances of a caravan. 
However, the Rabbis say: One of the two elements, either vertical or 


horizontal, is sufficient. 
G E M A Rav Hamnuna said that Rav said: It was con- 
cluded in the previous mishna that the Rabbis 
said that in the case of a partition that consists only of warp, i.e., vertical, 
elements, if the standing segment of the partition is greater than the 
breached segment, the fence is considered standing. Rav Hamnuna 
raised a dilemma: What is the halakha in the case of a partition that 
consists only ofwoof, i.e., horizontal, elements? Is it also considered stand- 
ing if the standing segment is greater than the breached segment, or not? 


he publisher 


HALAKHA 


The breach is equal to the standing segments - 
Taiya 179: A partition whose breached segments 
equal its standing segments permits one to carry 
within the enclosure, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Pappa and the Gemara’s conclusion (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 362:9). 


A partition of ropes — oan nyona: A partition 
may be made from ropes that are strung less than 
three handbreadths apart from each other. A parti- 
tion of this kind is effective in all places, not only in 
the case of a caravan. This halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 362:8). 


NOTES 


They spoke in the present — mjra 9931: In certain 
cases, the Sages of the Mishna disagreed about cor- 
rect interpretation of earlier mishnayot. In this con- 
text, the halakha governing a caravan was familiar 
to Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis, who disputed its 
understanding. Does this halakha apply exclusively 
to a particular set of circumstances? Or, was this 
halakha merely couched in typical circumstances 
and its application is universal? If the latter option is 
correct, then the earlier mishna spoke of a caravan 
merely as a typical example from which no halakhic 
conclusions may be drawn. 
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BACKGROUND 


A breach at the bottom — mond yna: The image shows 
a partition formed by ropes extending horizontally. The 
distance from the bottom rope to the ground is slightly 
less than four handbreadths. 


Partition of ropes with breach at the bottom 


A breach at the top - Twm yna: The image illustrates 
a partition of ropes in Which the breached segment, a 
space of slightly less than four handbreadths, is positioned 
at the top. 


Partition of ropes with breach at the top 


A breach in the middle - yynya y3: The image illus- 
trates a partition of ropes in which the breached segment, 
a space of slightly less than four handbreadths, is situated 
in the middle, between the two spaces that are both less 
than three handbreadths in height. 


Partition of ropes with breach in the middle 


A mat with a hole carved out of it - npn nbym: 
Below is an image of a mat slightly wider than seven 
handbreadths. A hole of three handbreadths is carved 
out of it, and it is suspended so the top of the mat is ten 
handbreadths from the ground. 


Mat with a hole three handbreadths wide 
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Abaye said: Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from the 
mishna: The measure of the ropes and their combined thickness 
must be greater than a handbreadth, so that the entire partition will 
be ten handbreadths high. And if it is so that, in a case where the 
standing segment is greater than the breached segment, the partition 
is considered standing even in the case of a fence that consists of 
horizontal elements, why do I need ropes with a combined thickness 
of greater than a handbreadth? 


Instead, let one leave a space slightly less than three handbreadths, 
and place a rope of any size, leave another space slightly less than 
three handbreadths, and place another rope of any size, leave a third 
space slightly less than four handbreadths, and place a third rope of 
any size. The ropes between which there is a space less than three 
handbreadths should be considered joined, based on the principle of 
lavud. The entire partition should be considered standing because the 
standing segment, measuring six handbreadths, is greater than the 
breached segment, which measures four handbreadths. 


The Gemara presents a difficulty: And how can you understand that 
this would be effective? Where does he position the space of slightly 
less than four handbreadths? If he positions it at the bottom,’ its 
legal status is like that of a partition through which goats pass, which 
is not a valid partition. 


If he positions it at the top,” then the air on this side, above the up- 
permost rope, and on that side, below that rope, come and negate it. 
As there are more than three handbreadths between them the upper 
and lower ropes, they are not joined together based on the principle 

of lavud. The four handbreadths below the uppermost rope and the 

airspace above it combine to negate the connection. 


If he positions it in the middle,’ then the standing segment of the 
partition is greater than the breached segment, provided that the 
standing portions on the two sides of the breach are combined." 
However, if each side is considered separately, the breach is greater 
than the standing portion. If it is nevertheless deemed a partition, 
conclude from it that even if the standing segment is greater than 
the breached segment only when the standing segments on the two 
sides of the breach are combined, the partition is considered standing. 
However, that circumstance was raised as a dilemma and remained 
unresolved. 


Rather, Rav Hamnuna raised the following dilemma: What is the 
halakha in a case where one brought a mat that is seven hand- 
breadths and any additional amount, and carved in it a hole three 
handbreadths wide, and left four handbreadths above the hole and 
any additional amount below it, and positioned the mat less than 
three handbreadths off the ground?® 


Rav Ashi said: The dilemma he raised is with regard to the legal 
status of a ten-handbreadth partition suspended off the ground. That 
dilemma is similar to that which Rabbi Tavla raised as a dilemma 
before Rav: Does a suspended partition act as if it were a partition 
that reaches the ground and render it permitted for one to carry ina 
ruin? Rav said to him: A suspended partition renders it permitted 
for one to carry only when it is suspended over water, as there is a 
leniency introduced by the Sages with regard to water. 


The standing segment is greater than the breached segment 
on the two sides — nimy nwa Aaa Tiy: Some commen- 
taries explain that the uncertainty with regard to cases where 
the standing segments of the partition on the two sides of 
the breach are greater than the breached segments pertains 


NOTES 


exclusively when the standing segments themselves are great- 
er only due to the principle of /avud, e.g., in the case of ropes 
surrounding the camp. There is no uncertainty in cases where 
the standing segments are actually greater than the breached 
segments. 
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We learned in the mishna: One may surround the area with boards that 
stand upright, provided there will not be a gap of three handbreadths 
between one board and the next. Rabbi Yehuda said that this leniency, 
which allows the establishment of a partition consisting exclusively of 
horizontal or vertical elements, was stated only with regard to a caravan. 
The Gemara infers: With regard to a caravan, yes, it is permitted; with 
regard to an individual, no, it is not permitted. Wasn’t it taught in a ba- 
raita: Rabbi Yehuda says: With regard to all unsteady partitions of 
Shabbat, e.g., those consisting exclusively of horizontal or vertical ele- 
ments, the Sages did not permit their use for an individual if the space 
that they enclose is greater than two beit se‘a?" This indicates that, for an 
area of up to two beit sea, Rabbi Yehuda permits these partitions even for 
an individual. 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda’s statement in the mishna can be 
understood in accordance with that which Rav Nahman, and some say 
it was Rav Beivai bar Abaye, said with regard to a different statement: 
This halakha was necessary only in order to provide those traveling in 
the caravan with space to satisfy all their needs. Here, too, in the mishna, 
Rabbi Yehuda’s statement can be understood as coming to provide those 
traveling in the caravan with space to satisfy all their needs. In other 
words, Rabbi Yehuda does not dispute the fundamental effectiveness of 
a partition of this kind, even for an individual. When he says that the ha- 
lakha applies solely to a caravan, he means that it applies only in the case 
ofa caravan, regardless of the size of the area in question. However, in the 
case of an individual, a partition of that kind is effective only if it encloses 
an area up to two beit sea. 


The Gemara asks: Where was this statement of Rav Nahman, and some 
say of Rav Beivai bar Abaye, stated? It was stated with regard to this 
ruling at the end of the mishna: Any partition that is not made of both 
vertical and horizontal elements is not a partition; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda. 


The Gemara asks: Did Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, actually say 
this? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: For both an individual and a caravan, 
partitions made of ropes are effective? And what, then, is the difference 
between an individual and a caravan? With regard to an individual, the 
halakha provides him with an area of two beit se’a, in which he may 
carry by virtue of partitions of this kind. With regard to two individuals 
as well, the halakha provides them with an area of two beit sea. Three 
individuals assume the legal status of a caravan," and the halakha pro- 
vides each of them with an area of two beit sea, for a total of six beit sea. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda. 


And the Rabbis say: With regard to both an individual and those travel- 
ing in a caravan, one provides them with space to satisfy all their needs, 
provided that there will not be an unoccupied space of two beit se‘a. 
They may not enclose an area that is two beit sea larger than the space that 
they require. Apparently, Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, relies on the 
ruling that ropes render an area fit for one to carry within it, even for an 
individual. 


Rav Nahman, and some say it was Rav Beivai bar Abaye, said: The 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, in the mishna was neces- 
sary only to provide them with the space to satisfy all their needs in the 
case of a properly constructed partition consisting of both horizontal and 
vertical elements. A partition consisting of exclusively horizontal or verti- 
cal elements renders an area of six beit se‘a fit for one to carry within it, 
only in the case of a caravan. 


Rav Nahman taught in the name of Rabbeinu Shmuel: With regard to 
an individual, the halakha provides him with an area of two beit se‘a. 
With regard to two individuals, the halakha provides them with an area 
of two beit se‘a as well. Three individuals assume the legal status of a 
caravan, and the halakha provides each of them with an area of two beit 
sea, for a total of six beit sea. 


Rav Nahman was asked: Did you abandon the majority opinion of the 
Rabbis and act in accordance with the individual opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda? 


NOTES 

Two beit se’a - p»nb Ma: The area required to 
grow two measures of grain is equal to the size 
of the courtyard of the Tabernacle. This was the 
measure determined for a courtyard because 
the halakhot of carrying objects on Shabbat 
from one domain to another were derived from 
the Jewish people's journeys in the wilderness. 
From there it was also derived that the area of 
a courtyard is two sea (Rif; Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Three assume the status of a caravan — awh 
KWH wa: In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is stated 
thata gentile i is not counted as one of the three 
people for the purpose of this halakha. The 
Rambam, based on an unresolved dilemma 
raised in the Jerusalem Talmud, rules that a mi- 
nor cannot be counted for this purpose either. 
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HALAKHA 


The measure of the enclosure of a field — Aypaa q7 Nyy: If 
one or two people seek to enclose an area for themselves with 
ropes for Shabbat, they may enclose only an area of two beit 
sea. If a group of three people seek to do so, they may enclose 
enough space to satisfy all their needs. However, if the enclosed 
area is six beit se‘a and it includes a vacant area of two beit sea, it 
is prohibited to carry in the entire area, in accordance with the 
conclusion of Rav Nahman (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 362:1). 


Perek I 
Daf17 Amuda 


NOTES 


Because his father holds in accordance with his opinion - own 
PWI MAN NPT: It is clear that the final conclusion is that 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 
Nevertheless, the statement of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, 
was cited because it is clearer. 


HALAKHA 


For three people it is prohibited to carry even in an area of five 
beit se'a - prox wana nwhw: If three people made an enclosure 
consisting of only horizontal or only vertical partitions, and the 
enclosed area is less than six beit sea, they are all permitted to 
carry in the entire area. However, if they enclosed an area greater 
han six beit sea, and this enclosure includes an unoccupied, un- 
used area of two beit sea, it is prohibited to carry in the entire en- 
closure (Beit Yosef). This halakha is derived from the statement of 
Rav Giddel, as explained by Rav Ashi. According to this approach, 
he Rabbis are not more stringent than Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, as an enclosed area of up to six beit se'a is permitted in 
any case. The Taz, in accordance with the opinions of the Rashba, 
he Ritva, and Rabbeinu Hananel, disagrees. He maintains that if 
he enclosed area is less than six beit sea, and it includes an area 
of two beit se'a that the people in the enclosure do not require, it 
is prohibited to carry there. The Shulhan Arukh HaRav cites both 
opinions and rules leniently, since carrying in the enclosure is 
prohibited by rabbinic law (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 362:1). 


Shabbat determines — nyia Naw: With regard to the halakhot 
of eiruv, the halakha is determined by the situation at the onset 
of Shabbat, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna, as Rav 
Yehuda agrees with his opinion (Maggid Mishne; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 362:2). 
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Rav Nahman then placed a speaker standing over him, and 
taught: The matters that I stated before you are an error on 
my part. Indeed, this is what the Rabbis said: With regard to 
an individual, the halakha provides him with an area of two 
beit se‘a. With regard to two individuals, the halakha provides 
them with an area of two beit se‘a as well. Three individuals 
assume the legal status of a caravan, and the halakha provides 
them with space to satisfy all their needs." 


The Gemara asks: Is that to say that the first clause of Rav 
Nahman’s ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, and the latter clause is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis? 


The Gemara answers: Yes, because his father, Rabbi Yehuda, 
holds in accordance with his opinion’ with regard to areas 
enclosed for the sake of an individual. This being the case, their 
opinion on this matter is that of the many. 


Rav Giddel said that Rav said: At times, for three people it is 
prohibited to carry even in an area of five beit sea;" at times, it 
is permitted for them to carry even in an area of seven beit sea. 
These statements appear irreconcilable, and his colleagues said 
to him: Did Rav actually say that? He said to them: I swear by 
the Torah, the Prophets, and the Writings, that Rav said so. 


Rav Ashi said: What is the difficulty here? Perhaps this is what 
he is saying: If they needed six beit sea, and they enclosed 
seven, they are permitted to carry even in all seven, as one 
empty beit sea does not render it prohibited for one to carry in 
the rest of the area. If, however, they needed only five beit sea, 
and they enclosed seven, carrying even in five is prohibited, 
as there is an unoccupied space of two beit se‘a. 


The Gemara asks: However, with regard to that which the ba- 
raita is teaching, that the partition renders the area fit for one 
to carry within it provided that there will not be an unoccu- 
pied space of two beit se‘a, what, is it not in fact referring to 
space unoccupied by people? In other words, isn't the baraita 
teaching that the enclosed area may not be two beit se‘a larger 
than a measure of two beit sea per person? Accordingly, if three 
people enclosed an area of seven beit se‘a, it should always be 
permitted for them to carry there, as they are entitled to six beit 
sea and only one beit se'a is unoccupied. The Gemara answers: 
No, it means unoccupied by utensils. Although they would be 
entitled to six beit sea if needed, since they need only five in 
practice and a space of two beit sea remains unoccupied, the 
effectiveness of the partitions is negated and carrying therein is 
prohibited. 


It is stated: If there were three people in a caravan and one of 
them died on Shabbat, or if there were two people, and others 
were added to them on Shabbat, Rav Huna and Rabbi Yitzhak 
disagree with regard to the area in which they are permitted to 
carry on Shabbat. One said: Shabbat determines the status of 
the area." The halakha is determined in accordance with the 
prevailing situation at the onset of Shabbat. And one said that 
the residents, i.e., the actual number of people present at any 
given moment, determine the status. 
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The Gemara comments: Conclude that it is Rav Huna who said 
that Shabbat determines the status, as Rabba said: I raised a di- 
lemma before Rav Huna, and I raised a dilemma before Rav 
Yehuda with regard to the following case: If one established an 
eiruv to join one courtyard to another via a certain opening and 
that opening was sealed on Shabbat, or if one established an eiruv 
via a certain window and that window was sealed on Shabbat," 
what is the halakha? Can one continue to rely on this eiruv and 
carry from one courtyard to the other via other entrances? And he 
said to me: Since it was permitted to carry from courtyard to 
courtyard at the onset of Shabbat, it was permitted and remains 
so" until Shabbat’s conclusion. The Gemara comments: Indeed, 
conclude that it is Rav Huna who maintains the determining factor 
is Shabbat, not the residents. 


The Gemara asks: Let us say that Rav Huna and Rabbi Yitzhak are 

disagreeing in the earlier dispute of the tanna’im Rabbi Yosei and 
Rabbi Yehuda. As we learned in a mishna: If during Shabbat a 
courtyard was breached from two of its sides, or if a house was 
breached from two of its sides, or if an alleyway’s cross beams or 
side posts were removed, it is permitted to carry within them on 
that Shabbat, but it is prohibited to do so in the future; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Yosei says: If it is permitted to carry there on that Shabbat, 
it is also permitted to do so in the future. However, if it is prohib- 
ited to carry there in the future, it is also prohibited to do so on 
that Shabbat. Since it is prohibited to carry there in the future, it is 
also prohibited to carry there on that Shabbat. This opinion dis- 
putes the principle that since it is permitted at the onset of Shabbat 
it remains permitted. 


Let us say that it is Rav Huna who stated his opinion in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and he held that the 
situation at the onset of Shabbat determines the halakhic status. 
And it is Rabbi Yitzhak who stated his opinion in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. 


The Gemara rejects this explanation. Rav Huna could have said to 
you: It is I who stated my opinion even in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei. Rabbi Yosei stated his opinion only there, 
in a case where there are no longer partitions intact; however, here 
there are partitions intact. Since the status of the area is dependent 
upon the existence of partitions, he would also agree that carrying 
is permitted in this case. 


And Rabbi Yitzhak could have said to you: It is I who stated my 
opinion even in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 
Rabbi Yehuda stated his opinion only there, in a case where there 
are residents. However, here, there are no remaining residents 
that are alive, so he too would prohibit carrying. 


We learned in the mishna: However, the Rabbis say: One of the 
two elements, either vertical or horizontal, is sufficient. The Ge- 
mara asks: This is identical to the opinion of the first tanna of the 
mishna. What did the Rabbis add? 


The Gemara answers: There is a practical halakhic difference be- 
tween them with regard to an individual in a settlement. The first 
tanna does not allow one to rely on a partition of this type ab initio, 
whereas the Rabbis permit doing so in all cases. 


MI SHN A pages exempted a soldier in a military 


camp™ in four matters: One may bring 
wood for kindling from any place with no concern that he is steal- 
ing wood from its owners; and one is exempt from ritual washing 
of the hands before eating; and one is exempt from the separation 
of tithes from doubtfully tithed produce [demai], i.e., produce 
purchased from an am haaretz, one who is not diligent in separating 
tithes; and one is exempt from establishing an eiruv. 


NOTES 


An eiruv that broke on Shabbat — opbpnw ay 
nawa: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Huna with regard to enclosed fields and in ac- 
cordance with Rabbi Yosei’s opinion with regard to an 
alleyway that was breached on Shabbat. Apparently, 
Rav Huna's answer is not merely a refutation. Rather, 
he maintains that the principle that stipulates that if 
carrying was permitted at the beginning of Shabbat 
it remains permitted throughout applies only if the 
partitions are still extant. If, however, the partitions are 
removed, it is no longer permitted to carry within the 
area previously enclosed by them. 


Camp — mana: In the Jerusalem Talmud, there is a dis- 
cussion with regard to what constitutes a camp. The 
conclusion is that the presence of at least ten people is 
necessary to meet the halakhic criterion of a camp. In 
addition, the leniencies of a military camp apply only 
to those engaged in an optional war. However, addi- 
tional activities are permitted for those engaged in a 
mandatory war. 


HALAKHA 


Since it was permitted at the onset of Shabbat, it was 
permitted and remains so — TYNT TMM Soin nav: 
If two courtyards were joined with an eiruv via a certain 
opening, and that opening was sealed on Shabbat, the 
residents of the two courtyards may still carry there. 
Some commentaries, including Rashi, state that the resi- 
dents are permitted to carry from one courtyard to the 
other through openings in the wall. Other authorities, 
including the Rambam, rule that under these circum- 
stances, the residents of each courtyard are permitted 
to carry only within their respective courtyards (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 374.1). 


Matters that the Sages exempted in a camp - 0°37 
mmaa nsw: The soldiers in a military camp who are 
going off to war or returning from battle (Rambam 
based on the Jerusalem Talmud) are exempt from tith- 
ing demai, from ritual hand washing, and from joining 
courtyards. They are also permitted to take wood for 
their own needs, even if it is dry and detached, as per 
the mishna and the explanation in the Gemara (Ram- 
bam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim 6:13). 
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A camp that goes out to wage an optional war - mama 
mw nana nyit: Rav Hai Gaon explains that as long 
as the Jewish people were involved in their wars of conquest, 
the Sages did not institute the laws of eiruv for the entire 
Jewish people. Support for his argument can be found in 
the mishna that states that they were not particular about 
rabbinic prohibitions of this kind in a military camp (Heshek 
Shlomo). 


And in the place where they were killed, there they are 
buried - Dap) OW oym Dip: The rationale for this ha- 
lakhais that since everyone is preoccupied with the fighting, 
if they do not bury the fallen soldiers immediately, in the 
place where they fell, they will not do so at all. Consequently, 
here is concern that the corpses will suffer the indignity of 
not being buried (see the parallel discussion in the Jerusa- 
em Talmud). 


A corpse with no one to bury it [met mitzva] - m% nia: It 
is an important mitzva to tend to a corpse, so that it not be 
eft unburied in an undignified state. This mitzva, based on 
he ideal of human dignity, is so significant that even a High 
Priest and a nazirite, for whom it is prohibited to become 
ritually impure, are obligated to become ritually impure for 
a met mitzva. 


— HI 
They may also encamp in any location - Dipa boa min: 
Soldiers heading off to war may encamp in any place, in 
accordance with the opinion Rabbi Yehuda ben Teima. His 
opinion is the accepted halakha because the Gemara con- 
ducts a discussion of his opinion (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 


Hilkhot Melakhim 6:12). 


Where they were killed, there they are buried - nipiaa 
Dap OW mya: Soldiers are buried in the place where 
they were killed, The owner of the field may not object, since 
they are considered a met mitzva (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Melakhim 6:12). 


The conditions of Joshua — ywin ngama: One of the ten 
conditions stipulated by Joshua is that one is permitted to 
graze one's animals in woods belonging to others. Sheep 
are allowed only to graze where the trees are large. However, 
if the trees are small, it is prohibited to graze them there 
without the owner's permission. It is also permitted to gather 
thorny shrubs from fields, provided they are moist and at- 
tached (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Nizkei Mamon 5:3). 


A corpse with no one to bury it [met mitzva] - m% Ma: 
If a corpse is found along a road or in a city of gentiles with 
no one to bury it, it is prohibited for the person who found 
it to leave the place until the corpse is buried in the place 
where it was found. The person may only leave if he is in a 
place where if one calls other people will come and tend to 
every aspect of the burial (Shu/han Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 374:3). 
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G E M ARA The Sages taught in a Tosefta: With regard 


to a military camp that goes out to wage an 
optional war," it is permitted for the soldiers to steal dry wood. 
Rabbi Yehuda ben Teima says: They may also encamp in any 
location," even if they damage the field in which they are encamped. 
And in the place where they were killed, there they are buried™ 
and the owner of the site cannot object, as moving the corpse for 
burial elsewhere dishonors the dead. 


The Gemara analyzes this Tosefta. What is the novelty in the follow- 
ing statement: They are permitted to steal dry wood? This was an 
ordinance enacted by Joshua, as the Master said in a baraita: There 
is a tradition that Joshua stipulated ten conditions" with the Jewish 
people as they entered Eretz Yisrael, among them that one may 
graze his animals in woods belonging to others without objection, 
and one may gather wood for his own use from their fields. 


The Gemara answers: There, Joshua's ordinance permitted gather- 
ing various types of shrubs [hizmei]® and thorns [higei],° with 
regard to which people are not particular; here, the ordinance in 
the mishna pertaining to a military camp is referring to other types 
of wood. 


Alternatively: There, Joshua’s ordinance referred to gathering 
thorns still attached to the ground, as removing those thorns ben- 
efits the field’s owner. Here, however, the mishna is referring to 
gathering thorns that are already detached. 


Alternatively: There, Joshua's ordinance referred to gathering moist 
thorns. Owners are not particular about them because they are not 
immediately suitable for kindling. Here, the mishna is referring even 
to dry thorns. 


It was taught in the Tosefta that Rabbi Yehuda ben Teima says: 
They may also encamp in any place, and in the place where they 
were killed, there they are buried. The Gemara raises a difficulty: 
This is obvious, as the body of a dead soldier is considered to be a 
corpse with no one to bury it [met mitzva],"" and the principle is 
that a met mitzva acquires its place. In other words, the body must 
be interred where it is found, and the owner of the field cannot 
prevent burial. 


The Gemara answers: No, this ostensibly obvious statement is in- 
deed necessary to teach that this principle applies in the case of a 
military camp, even though 


Shrubs [hizmei] - mapy: The common hizmei, Alhagi maurorum 
Medik, is a spiny shrub with smooth leaves. It typically grows to 
a height is around 30 cm, although it can reach 1 m. It is com- 


monly found in fields and salt flats. 


Alhagi maurorum Medik 


Thorns [higei] — 9397: Higei refers to what is probably the thorny 
rest-harrow, Ononis spinosa L., from the Papilionaceae family. 
The higei is a thorny shrub that grows to a height of up to 
75 cm, with trifoliolate leaves and thorny side branches. The 
higei grows in fields and wadis. 


Ononis spinosa L. 
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there are people available to bury it. As it was taught in a baraita: 
Which is the corpse that is considered a met mitzva? Any corpse 
that has no one available to bury it. If, however, the deceased has 
friends or relatives to tend to his burial, his corpse is not considered 
a met mitzva. Likewise, if the body is in a place where if one calls 
out, others can answer him," this is not a met mitzva. The Tosefta 
teaches a novel ruling applicable to the case of a military camp: A 
solider is buried where he was killed, even ifthe conditions for met 
mitzva are not met there. 


With regard to the halakha itself, the Gemara asks: And does a met 
mitzva actually acquire its place? Wasn't it taught in a baraita: One 
who finds a corpse laid out on a main street evacuates it for buri- 
al either to the right of the street or to the left of the street, but it 
may not be buried under the main street itself? 


If one can move the corpse either to an uncultivated field or to a 
plowed field, he evacuates it to the uncultivated field. Ifthe choice 
is between a plowed field and a sown field, he evacuates it to the 
plowed field. If both fields are plowed, or if both are sown, or if 
both are uncultivated, he evacuates it to any side that he wishes 
to move it. Apparently, a met mitzva is not necessarily buried where 
it is found. It may be moved elsewhere. 


Rav Beivai said: Here we are dealing with a corpse laid out across 
on the side of a public path," and it stretches across the path and 
reaches the other side. Were the corpse buried there, it would pro- 
hibit passage by priests. Since permission was already granted to 
evacuate it from the side of a public path, one may evacuate it to 
any side he wishes. If, however, the corpse was in a field, moving it 
would be prohibited. 


We learned in the mishna that in a military camp one is exempt 
from ritual washing of the hands." Abaye said: They taught this 
exemption only with regard to first waters, i.e., hand-washing be- 
fore eating. However, final waters, i.e., hand-washing after eating 
and before reciting Grace after Meals, is an obligation even in a 
military camp. 


Rav Hiyya bar Ashi said: For what reason did the Sages say that 
the final waters are an obligation? It is due to the fact that there 
is the presence of Sodomite salt,” which blinds the eyes even in a 
small amount. Since Sodomite salt could remain on one’s hands, 
one must wash them after eating. This obligation is binding even in 
a camp because soldiers are also obligated to maintain their health. 


Abaye said: And this type of dangerous salt is present in the pro- 
portion of a single grain [korta]' in an entire kor ofinnocuous salt. 
Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: If one measured salt and 
came into contact with Sodomite salt not during mealtime, what 
is the halakha? Is there an obligation to wash his hands afterward? 
He said to him: It was unnecessary to say this, as he is certainly 
obligated to do so. 


A corpse laid out across on the side of a public path - bein na 
syn by: If a corpse, with no one available to bury it, is located 
between two fields in a place where it cannot be buried, then it 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 
If one calls out others can answer — piy DINK TIP 
inix: Some explain this to mean that were the deceased 
still alive and called out, others would answer (Josafot, 
Yevamot 43b). Rabbi Nissim Gaon explains that it means 
that if the one who finds the corpse can call out and oth- 
ers would answer, it is not a met mitzva. Consequently, in 
this circumstance a priest would be prohibited to become 
ritually impure to tend to burial. 


BACKGROUND 

Sodomite salt — maitp min: The salt mentioned in this 
context is probably magnesium chloride (MgC), which is 
found in extremely high concentrates in the Dead Sea. 
Magnesium chloride can easily become intermingled with 
regular salt, which is extracted in great quantities along 
the shores of the Dead Sea. Since magnesium chloride is 
poisonous, there is a danger that its introduction into the 
eye by unwashed hands could lead to an eye infection. 


Salt crystal formation at the Dead sia 


LANGUAGE 


Grain [korta] — xYJip: From the Arabic root 4,8, qrt’, 
meaning to dice into little pieces. Korta is a small piece 
ora crumb. 


potential damage, one should bury the corpse in the closer field. 
If both fields are equally close, one may bury it in either field, as 
stated in the baraita (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 364:3). 


should be laid to rest in the place that causes the least damage 


to the owner of the field. If the two fields are equal in terms of 


One is exempt from washing of the hands — ny*nva pba 


DP: Soldiers in a military camp are exempt from washing their 
hands before a meal. This halakha applies to other cases of im- 
minent danger as well (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 158:8). How- 
ever, they must wash their hands after a meal, due to the danger 
of Sodomite salt (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim 6:13). 
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LANGUAGE 


Quartered soldiers [akhsanya] - 803%: From the Greek 
éva, xenia, meaning hospitality shown to a guest or to 
strangers, i.e., a place set aside for guests. Some authorities 
read the word as afsanya, from the Greek òywvia, opsonia, 
meaning supply of food for the military. 


HALAKHA 


One may feed doubtfully tithed produce [demai] - paxo 
xaT: One may feed poor people and soldiers demai, and 
there is no need to separate the tithe. However, they must 
be informed of the matter, so they can separate the tithe if 
they wish. In addition, it is permitted to feed guests demai, if 
they are passing from place to place and will not be spend- 
ing the night where they are eating (Radbaz; Rambam Sefer 
Zeraiim, Hilkhot Ma‘aserot 10:11 and Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Melakhim 6:13). 


Eiruvin in a camp — mamaa pay: Soldiers at war are exempt 
from the joining of courtyards [eiruv hatzerot], as stated 
in the mishna. However, they are required to join Shabbat 
boundaries [eiruv tehumin]. Some commentaries conclude 
from here that the members of a caravan who enclosed 
their tents with a partition are also exempt from a joining of 
courtyards (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim 6:13; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 366:2). 


One is flogged by Torah law if there is no joining of Shab- 
bat boundaries — pann sayy by pp: According to the 
Rambam and the geonim, the Shabbat limits determined 
by Torah law is twelve mil, and one who ventures beyond it 
on Shabbat is punishable by lashes. Other authorities argue 
that this is only the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. Consequently, 
there is no Torah restriction of Shabbat limits (Rabbi Zerahya 
HaLevi; Ramban; Rashba; Rosh; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 27:1). 


NOTES 

Joining of Shabbat boundaries — pann savy: The com- 
mentaries and especially the halakhic authorities discuss this 
passage at length, as it apparently contradicts the accepted 
conclusion drawn from other contexts that the restrictions 
with regard to Shabbat boundaries are not by Torah law. 
Some commentaries understand the Gemara here in terms 
of Rabbi Akiva's opinion. He maintains that overstepping the 
Shabbat boundary is indeed prohibited by Torah law, but 
the limit by Torah law is twelve mil from the edge of town. 
Other authorities hold that Rav Hiyya’s opinion is that there 
is a Torah prohibition against overstepping a limit of even 
two thousand or four thousand cubits. 
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The mishna continues: And in a military camp, one is exempt 
from the separation of tithes from doubtfully tithed produce 
[demai]. As we learned in a mishna: One may feed the poor 
demai, and one may also feed quartered soldiers [akhsanya]' 
demai." Rav Huna said: A tanna taught in a baraita: Beit Sham- 
mai say that one may neither feed the poor demai, nor may one 
feed quartered soldiers demai. And Beit Hillel say that one may 
feed the poor demai, and one may also feed quartered soldiers 
demai. 


We learned in the mishna: And in a military camp, one is exempt 
from establishing an eiruv. The Sages of the school of Rabbi 
Yannai said: They taught that this exemption applies only with 
regard to the joining of houses in courtyards. However, even 
those in a military encampment are obligated to establish an eiruv 
if they desire to effect a joining of Shabbat boundaries," whereby 
one extends the Shabbat limits beyond which one may not walk 
on Shabbat." 


As Rabbi Hiyya teaches a baraita: One is flogged by Torah law 
for going beyond the Shabbat limit if there is no joining of Shab- 
bat boundaries." The Torah states: “No man shall go out [al yetze] 

of his place on the seventh day” (Exodus 16:29). Since this is a 

Torah prohibition, leniency is possible only in life-threatening 
circumstances. 


Rabbi Yonatan strongly objects: Is one flogged for violating a 
prohibition that is expressed in the Torah with the negative al, 
rather than the negative lo? Rav Aha bar Ya’akov strongly objects 
to the question: If what you say is so, with regard to that which 
is written: “Turn you not [al] unto the ghosts, nor unto familiar 
spirits” (Leviticus 19:31), is the halakha there too that one is not 
flogged? 


Rather, this is the difficulty for Rabbi Yonatan: The prohibition 
against overstepping the Shabbat limits is a prohibition that was 
given primarily as a warning of court-imposed capital punish- 
ment, i.e., a prohibition which, under certain conditions, is pun- 
ishable by the death and not merely by lashes, as is the case with 
most prohibitions. In fact, the prohibition against carrying objects 
out to the public domain is derived from that same verse, and one 
who violates that prohibition is liable for execution by the court. 
And this principle applies: Any prohibition that was given pri- 
marily as a warning of court-imposed capital punishment one 
is not flogged, even if the death penalty does not apply in that 
particular case. 


Rav Ashi said: Is it written in the Torah: No man shall carry out 
[yotzi], indicating a prohibition against carrying objects from one 
domain to another on Shabbat? “No man shall go out [yetze]” is 
written. Indeed, according to its plain meaning, the verse deals 
exclusively with the prohibition of going beyond the Shabbat 
limits and not with the prohibition of carrying out. Everyone 
agrees that there is no death penalty administered by the court in 
overstepping the Shabbat limit. 
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Most of the halakhot related to rendering an alleyway fit for one to carry within it on 
Shabbat were summarized in this chapter. It is apparent that the accepted halakhic 
opinion is that an area surrounded by partitions on three of its four sides is a private 
domain, and therefore an alleyway that is not open-ended is in fact a private domain. 
However, the Sages instituted a rabbinic ordinance to prevent violation of the hala- 
khot of Shabbat, mandating creation ofa divider at the point where the alleyway and 
the public domain intersect, in order to demarcate between them and prevent one 
from unintentionally carrying objects out from the alleyway into the public domain. 


This can be accomplished by means of a cross beam, which, based on the halakhic 
determination in this chapter, serves merely as a conspicuous marker. A cross beam 
renders the alleyway fit for one to carry within it only when placed no higher than 
twenty cubits and no lower than ten handbreadths. Alternatively, this can be accom- 
plished by means of a side post, whose legal status is that of a fourth partition. The 
result is that an alleyway with a side post is considered closed on four sides. In prac- 
tice, it was determined that the side post must be attached to the wall of the alleyway 
and adjacent to the opening of the alleyway ab initio. It must be ten handbreadths 
high and can be of any width, and it must be clear that it is indeed serving as a side 
post. The Sages deliberated over the question: What form must a side post take in 
order to make it clear that it is serving that purpose? 


An even more efficacious method of rendering the fourth side of the alleyway closed 
from a halakhic perspective is the creation of the form of a doorway. The form of a 
doorway is effective even in cases where cross beams and side posts are ineffective 
due to the fact that the openings are higher or wider than the dimensions dictated 
by halakha. The form of a doorway serves as an actual partition in every sense, and 
effectively renders even open alleyways permitted for one to carry within them. 
Although most Sages did not accept the opinion that two parallel partitions alone 
are sufficient to create a private domain, an open-ended alleyway is not considered 
a full-fledged public domain either. It is therefore sufficient to close the side where 
an open-ended alleyway and the public domain intersect with the form of a doorway. 
Indeed, it was mentioned incidentally in this chapter that it is possible to transform 
the public domain into a private domain by erecting doors on both open sides and 
partially close them. 


This chapter also included a discussion with regard to the halakhot of establishing an 
eiruv for those in transit in a caravan. Here, the Sages allowed them to erect partitions 
that would not be considered actual partitions in other circumstances. Similarly, the 
Sages said that a military encampment at a time of war is exempt from all the halakhot 
of eiruv, as these halakhot were instituted only for those living at home in peace. 


Summary of 
Perek | 
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This chapter deals primarily with two somewhat interrelated topics: The laws of 
upright boards surrounding a well and the matter of an enclosure [karpef] that is for 
storage and not for residence. 


Continuing the discussion of the special leniencies cited in the first chapter with 
regard to establishing an eiruv for those in transit in a caravan, this chapter discusses 
the halakhic ruling with regard to the establishment of upright boards around a well. 
This involves a well that is ten cubits deep, which is a private domain that is located 
in the public domain. The well is surrounded with a virtual partition comprised 
of two boards forming a right angle at each corner of the well, with additional in- 
dividual boards situated between the corners if a larger partition is necessary. The 
Sages declared that a partition of this sort renders the area surrounding the well a 
private domain, enabling one to draw water from the well on Shabbat and to give 
his animals water to drink. 


In the course of the discussion of the halakhic validity of upright boards surrounding 
a well and their utilization, a related problem arises: Under what circumstances and 
to what extent is it permitted to move objects in areas that are not the residence of 
an individual, although they are surrounded by a partition that would accord them 
the legal status of objects in a private domain? The dilemma is: Are enclosures or 
yards considered private domains in every sense? Or, although it is prohibited to 
carry objects between them and the public domain, perhaps since those areas were 
not designated as residences, they are not full-fledged private domains to the extent 
that it is permitted to carry there? Although, by Torah law, partitions create a private 
domain, the Sages prohibited carrying within private domains that are similar to 
public domains. Therefore, here too the question arises: At which point do these 
enclosures cease to be full-fledged private domains and assume the legal status of 
an intermediate domain [karmelit], in which carrying is prohibited by rabbinic law? 
Clarification of the details and parameters of these fundamental issues constitute 
the primary focus of this chapter. 


Introduction to 
Perek II 


Sketch of a well surrounded by upright boards. The cows adjoined to one 
another entering the space between the posts determine, according to Rabbi 
Meir, the permitted distance between the posts. 
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MI S H N A One may arrange upright boards [pas- 


sin]! around a well" in the public do- 
main in order to permit drawing water from the well on Shab- 
bat. A well is usually at least four handbreadths wide and ten 
handbreadths deep. Therefore, it is considered a private domain, 
and it is prohibited to draw water from it on Shabbat, as that 
would constitute a violation of the prohibition to carry from a 
private domain into a public one. The Sages therefore instituted 
that a virtual partition may be built in the area surrounding the 
well, so that the enclosed area could be considered a private 
domain, thus permitting use of the well and carrying of the 
water within the partitioned area. 


In this specific instance, the Sages demonstrated special leni- 
ency and did not require a proper partition to enclose the entire 
area. For this purpose, it suffices if there are four double posts 
[deyomadin] that look like eight single posts, i.e., four corner 
pieces, each comprised of two posts joined together at right 
angles; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Meir 
says: There must be eight posts that look like twelve.” How so? 
There must be four double posts, one in each corner, with four 
plain posts, one between each pair of double posts. 


The height of the double posts must be at least ten hand- 
breadths, their width must be six handbreadths, and their 

thickness may be even a minimal amount. And between them, 
i.e., between the posts, there may be a gap the size of two teams 

[revakot |"? of three oxen each; this is the statement of Rabbi 

Meir. 


Rabbi Yehuda disagrees and says: There may be a slightly larg- 
er gap, the size of two teams of four oxen each, and this gap is 
measured with the cows being tied together and not untied, 
and with the minimal space necessary for one team to be enter- 
ing while the other one is leaving. 


It is permitted to bring the posts closer to the well, provided 
that the enclosed area is large enough for a cow to stand with 
its head and the majority of its body inside the partitioned 
space while it drinks. 


It is permitted 


NOTES 


Upright boards [passin] around a well - mixy poa: To- 
safot and other early commentaries ask: Why do they consti- 
tute a halakhically valid partition? They are mostly open and 
therefore should not create a partition. Their basic answer 
is that the leniency with regard to wells is a law that was 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai (see Ritva). Some answer 
that each side of the structure is considered individually. This 
way, each side seems to be an opening between two walls 
that has a side post [/ehi] on each side and is therefore con- 
sidered enclosed. When viewing all four sides in this manner, 


it is as though the well were surrounded by partitions on all 
sides (Hakham Tzvi). 


Two teams - nipay nW: In talmudic times, it was customary 
during the week to have a team of four oxen plow a field 
and then take them to the well to drink while still harnessed 
together. Consequently, the gap between the upright boards 
must be wide enough to accommodate one team of oxen 
entering the well area while another team of oxen exits, 
without knocking down the boards (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


LANGUAGE 
Upright boards [passin] - pps: Rabbi Binyamin Mosafya has 
suggested that the source for this word is the Greek letter @, phi, 
because its shape served as a model for upright boards inserted 
in the ground to form a partition, principally for animals. 


HALAKHA 
Upright boards around a well - nisya? pos: One may erect 
four L-shaped units of upright boards around a well with each 
unit creating a corner. The distance between the posts must be 
large enough to allow two teams of cattle, with four oxen in each 
team, to enter the well area. This law is in accordance with Rabbi 
Yehuda, as the rule is to follow Rabbi Yehuda when he disagrees 
with Rabbi Meir (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:27). 


BACKGROUND 
Eight that look like twelve — wy Dawa pret minw: 


Posts surrounding a well, according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir 


Team — 77731: Most commentaries explain that a revaka is a type 
of yoke or harness that binds several oxen together. Other com- 
mentaries understand the word revaka to mean a trough or a 
similar place where a number of oxen feed (see the Arukh; Rav 
Natan Av HaYeshiva). 


HATI p: PEREK II : 17B 


95 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek II 
Daf18 Amuda 


NOTES 
Pen [dir] - 17: A dir is an enclosure for sheep, although appar- 
ently the shepherd also resided there (Rashi; Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 
Other commentaries teach that a sheep pen is considered to be 
an area surrounded by a fence for the purpose of residence, even 
if it houses only animals and no humans (Or Hadash). This opinion 
is rejected in the Noda Bihuda. 


Stable [sahar] - 7: The Arukh explains that the term sahar is 
based on the root sahar, which means to go around, i.e., some- 
thing that is surrounded by a fence for the purpose of residence. 


BACKGROUND 
Increases the upright boards - ppda nay: 


Upright boards added around a well in order to enclose a larger area 


96 


PEREK II: 18A -mAT p19 


peaa napy raya enw a py? 
DINK MA WY DIN TTT 937 


Kby ome ma sia xo 1D max 
IID iK PTT ON bax ADP naib 
nonn ma Doy- TEM iK IYn iK 
apna - pya myy ma ioe prs 
mayy taba xm ba Pm am 

:pPp93 


KATRANI KYT PII NY "IJA 
saa pw) pham via) pps pwiy 
pos x5 bay asad phan nix 


aga ind wa eun xan aya 
anh 


vais MIT NP KOTA J VAT KDN 
bbsn - TKa pon ish phan poiy 
AXA XW ashy aia KIV xb wounds 
pong TE xb- Poa PX - "poan 

ana 9 


Kaypa KIN MDD aN 
4 19710 XP NIBP 


PX apy ars KYT pring xd 
IN DIT WWII WA TMK 
PIa bax poot mi pvi- o 
„Dna mwy aia monn tb priy 

KPPN 


- mixyad nixyad p KIT N) 
xb- niniad pre 


to distance the boards from the well and expand the en- 
closed area by any amount, i.e., as much as one wishes, 
provided that he increases the number of upright boards 
between the double posts. Rabbi Yehuda says: The parti- 
tioned area may be expanded up to an area of two beit sea, 
which is an area of five thousand square cubits. 


The Rabbis said to him: They only spoke of an area of two 
beit se'a with regard to a garden or an enclosure used for 
storing wood, scrap, and the like [karpef]. But if it was a 
pen [dir]," ora stable [sahar]," or a backyard, or a court- 
yard in front of the house, even if it had an area of five beit 
kor or even ten beit kor, it is permitted. And it is permit- 
ted to distance the boards and expand the enclosed area 
by any amount, provided that one increases the upright 
boards between the double posts.’ 


GEMARA™ Gemara suggests: Let us say 
that the mishna is not in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Hananya, as it was taught in a 
baraita: One may arrange upright boards around a water 
cistern and ropes around a caravan. Hananya disagrees 
and says: One may set up ropes for a cistern, but not up- 
right boards. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: Even if you say that the 

mishna was taught in accordance with the opinion of 
Hananya, a cistern of collected rain water has a discrete 

law, as the water will eventually be consumed and the up- 
right boards will become unnecessary; and a well of spring 
water has a discrete law, as the water is constantly renewed 

and the upright boards will remain useful. 


Some say a different version of the previous passage: From 
the fact that the baraita does not teach: Hananya says: 
One may set up ropes around a water cistern and boards 
around a well, by inference, according to the opinion of 
Hananya, there is no difference between a cistern and a 
well. In both cases, ropes are indeed permitted, whereas 
upright boards are not. Let us say the mishna is not in 
accordance with the opinion of Hananya. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: Even if you say that the 
mishna was taught in accordance with the opinion of 
Hananya, he was only replying to that which the first 
tanna had said; since the first tanna had spoken only of a 
cistern, there was no need for Hananya to fully clarify his 
own position and distinguish between a cistern and a well. 


The Gemara further suggests: Let us say the mishna is not 

in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. As we 

learned in a mishna: In each of the cases of a public well, 
a public cistern, and a private well, one may arrange up- 
right boards for them, but in the case of a private cistern, 
one must establish a proper partition for it ten hand- 
breadths high; this is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. 


Whereas here in the mishna it teaches: One may arrange 
upright boards for a well, from which one may infer that 
for a well, yes, it is permitted to use posts, but for a cistern, 
no, it is not permitted. This is opposed to Rabbi Akiva’s 
opinion, which maintains that posts may be arranged for a 
public cistern. 
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The Gemara rejects this argument as well: Even if you say that 
the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, 
the tanna of the mishna teaches the case of a well of spring 
water, which he can teach categorically because there is no 
difference whether it belongs to the public and there is no 
difference whether it belongs to an individual, as it is always 
permitted. However, he did not teach the case of a cistern 
containing collected rain water, which he could not teach 
categorically because there is a difference between a public 
cistern and a private one. However, it cannot be proven from 
here that he disagrees with Rabbi Akiva. 


The Gemara further suggests: Let us say the mishna is not in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava, as 
we learned in a mishna: Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava says: One 
may only arrange upright boards for a public well, whereas 
here the mishna states: For wells. The plural term implies that 
there is no difference if the well belongs to the public, and 
there is no difference if the well belongs to an individual. 


The Gemara also rejects this line of reasoning: Even if you say 
that the mishna is in accordance with Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava, 
to what is the mishna referring when it says wells? It is referring 
to wells in general, but the tanna means to include only public 
wells. 


The mishna had mentioned double posts [deyomadin]: The 
Gemara asks: What are deyomadin?' Rabbi Yirmeya ben Ela- 
zar said: Two [deyo] posts [amudin], which are put together 
to create a single corner piece. 


Having cited Rabbi Yirmeya ben Elazar’s statement with refer- 
ence to the prefix deyo, the Gemara cites other statements of 
his. Two, to one who was ostracized, praise, nourishment, 
ruin, attribute, three, are mnemonics" for the following state- 
ments by Rabbi Yirmeya ben Elazar. 


We learned there in a mishna: Rabbi Yehuda says: All infe- 
rior figs are exempt" from being tithed, even if they are of 
doubtfully tithed produce [demai], as even if the seller is an am 

haaretz, he must certainly have already separated tithes from 

them, since the loss incurred by tithing is negligible, except for 
deyufra. The Gemara asks: What is deyufra?' Ulla said: A tree 

that yields two [deyo] harvests of fruit [peirot] each year.® 


Rabbi Yirmeya ben Elazar also said: Adam was first created 
with two [deyo] faces, one male and the other female. As it is 
stated: “You have formed me behind and before, and laid 
Your hand upon me” (Psalms 139:5). Similarly, it is written: 
“And the tzela, which the Lord, God, had taken from the man, 
He made a woman, and brought her unto the man” (Genesis 
2:22). Rav and Shmuel disagree over the meaning of the word 
tzela: One said: It means a female face, from which God cre- 
ated Eve; and one said: Adam was created with a tail [zanav]," 
which God removed from him and from which He created Eve. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the one who says that 
tzela means face; it is understandable that it is written: “You 
have formed me [tzartani] behind and before?" However, 
according to the one who says that tzela means tail, what is 
meant by the verse: “You have formed me [tzartani] behind 
and before”? 


The Gemara answers that this verse is to be understood as bear- 
ing a moral message, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Ami, as Rabbi Ami said: Behind means Adam was created at 
the end of the act of creation; and before means that he was 
first for punishment. 


LANGUAGE 
Deyomadin — pmi”: Rabbi Yirmeya teaches that this word is 
a Greek-Hebrew amalgam. It begins with the ancient Greek 
prefix 500, duo, meaning two, and ends with the Hebrew 
word amud, meaning a post. Other authorities say that the 
whole word deyomad comes from the Greek diSvpov, didu- 
mon, meaning double or paired. 


Deyufra — x15”: From the Greek dipopos, diforos, meaning 
twice-bearing, i.e. a tree that bears fruit twice in one year. 


_ NOTES | 

Two, to one who was ostracized, etc. — syn wa: This 
mnemonic refers to the topics discussed by Rabbi Yirmeya 
ben Elazar in the following pages: Two faces; Adam who 
was ostracized; a small part of a one’s praise; a dove and its 
nourishment; a house in which words of Torah are heard; two 
letters; Babylonia was cursed; the character of the Holy One, 
Blessed be He; and three entrances to Gehenna. 


Inferior figs are exempt — jd pwy: The rationale for the 
obligation to separate the tithes from doubtfully tithed pro- 
duce [demai] is the concern that in an effort to save money, 
the original owner of the produce might not have separated 
tithes in the proper manner. However, there is no such con- 
cern in the case of inferior fruit. Since inferior figs have so little 
value, their owner would separate tithes from them even if 
he is an am ha'aretz. 


Tail [zanav] — 33: The word zanav appears here and in several 
other places in the Talmud. It refers to an appendage that 
is unlike the object to which it is attached, in appearance 
or size (Arukh). Some explain zanav as a limb of secondary 
importance, as a tail is to a body (Rashba). 


You have formed me [tzartani] behind and before — siny 
se OTP: Apparently, Rabbi Ami explains that the word 
tzartani is related to the word affliction, tzara, i.e., last in cre- 
ation, but first for affliction (Ritva). 


BACKGROUND 

Inferior figs of a deyufra — x9Y7 pw: The fig tree does 
not bear all its fruit at once. Rather, the ripening of its fruit 
takes several weeks. The main season for the ripening of figs 
is the summer. Indeed, the Hebrew word for summer, kayitz, 
is named for the harvesting [ketzitza] of figs. Nevertheless, 
the fig tree occasionally produces fruit in the winter as well, 
although these figs are generally inedible. There are, how- 
ever, certain strains of fig trees whose inferior figs are also fit 
to be eaten, and these are termed deyufra. 


Fig tree producing fruit in winter 
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The Gemara asks: Granted, it is understandable that Adam was behind, 
or last, in the act of creation, meaning that he was not created until the 
sixth day, Shabbat eve. However, before, or first, for punishment, what 
does this mean? If you say that he was punished first because of the curse 
pronounced in the wake of the sin involving the Tree of Knowledge, there 
is a difficulty. Wasn’t the snake was cursed first, and afterward Eve was 
cursed, and only at the end was Adam cursed? 


Rather, this refers to the punishment of the Flood, as it is written: “And 
He blotted out every living substance which was upon the face of the 
ground, both man and cattle, creeping things and fowl of the heaven” 
(Genesis 7:23). This indicates that the punishment began with man. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the one who said that Eve was 

originally a face or side of Adam; it is understandable that it is written: 

“Then the Lord God formed [vayyitzer] man” (Genesis 2:7). Vayyitzer is 

written with a double yod, one for Adam and one for Eve. However, ac- 
cording to the one who said that Eve was created from a tail, what is 

conveyed by spelling vayyitzer with a double yod? 


The Gemara responds: This is interpreted homiletically, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi, as Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi 
said: This comes to emphasize that which one says to himself in every 
circumstance: Woe unto me from my evil inclination [yetzer] if I per- 
form the will of my Maker, and woe to me from my Maker [Yotzri] if I 
perform the will of my inclination. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the one who said that Eve was 
a face, it is understanable that it is written: “Male and female, He cre- 
ated them, and blessed them, and called their name Man in the day when 
they were created” (Genesis 5:2), which indicates that from the very be- 
ginning of their creation, He fashioned two faces, one for the male and 
the other for the female. However, according to the one who said that 
Eve was created from a tail, what is the meaning of the verse: “Male and 
female, He created them”? 


The Gemara answers: It can be explained in accordance with the opinion 

of Rabbi Abbahu, as Rabbi Abbahu raised a contradiction between the 

verses: On the one hand it is written: “Male and female, He created 

them,’ in the plural, and on the other hand it is written: “So God created 

man in His own image, for in the image of God He created him” (Gen- 
esis 1:27), in the singular. At first, the thought entered God’s mind to 

create two, and ultimately, only one was actually created. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the one who said that Eve was 
a face, it is understandable that it is written: “And He took one of his 
sides and closed up the flesh in its place” (Genesis 2:21). However, ac- 
cording to the one who said that Eve was created from a tail, what is 
meant by the verse: “And He closed up the flesh in its place”? 


Rav Zevid said, and some say it was Rabbi Yirmeya, and some say it 
was Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak: It was necessary to say that the fleshed 
closed up only with regard to the place of the incision. 


The Gemara challenges the other opinion: Granted, according to the one 
who said that Eve was created from a tail; it is understandable that it is 
written: “And the Lord God built the tzela” (Genesis 2:22), as it was a 
completely new building. However, according to the one who said that 
Eve was a complete face or side, what is the meaning of: “And He built”? 
What needed to be built? 


The Gemara responds: This must be interpreted homiletically, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Menasya, as Rabbi Shi- 
mon ben Menasya interpreted homiletically the verse: “And the Lord 

God built the tzela.” This verse teaches that the Holy One, Blessed be 

He, braided for Eve her hair, and then brought her to Adam, as in the 

coastal towns, they call braiding hair building. 


Alternatively, the verse: “And the Lord God built,” can be understood 
as a description of Eve's basic shape, as Rav Hisda said, and some say it 
is taught in a baraita: This verse teaches that the Holy One, Blessed be 
He, built Eve like the structure 
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of a storehouse. Just as a storehouse is built wide on the bot- 
tom and narrow on top, in order to hold produce without 
collapsing, so too a woman is created wide on the bottom and 
narrow on top, in order to hold the fetus. 


The Gemara cites an exposition of the end of the previously 
cited verse: “And brought her unto the man” (Genesis 2:22). 
This verse teaches that the Holy One, Blessed be He, was 
Adam the first man’s best man, attending to all his wedding 
needs and bringing his wife to him. From here we learn that a 
greater individual should serve as a best man for a lesser in- 
dividual and should not feel bad about it as something beneath 
his dignity. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the one who says that Eve 
was a face or side of Adam, which one of them walked in front? 
Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: It is reasonable to say that the 
male walked in front, as this is proper behavior, as it was taught 
in a baraita: A man should not walk behind a woman" on a 
path, even if she is his wife. If she happens upon him ona 
bridge, he should walk quickly in order to catch up to her and 
consequently move her to his side, so that she will not walk 
before him. And anyone who walks behind a woman" in a 
river, where she has to lift up her skirt in order to cross, has no 
share in the World-to-Come. 


The Sages taught: With regard to one who counts out money 
for a woman from his hand into her hand or from her hand 
into his hand, in order to look upon her, even if in other mat- 
ters he is like Moses our teacher, who received the Torah from 
Mount Sinai, he will not be absolved from the punishment of 
Gehenna. The verse says about him: “Hand to hand, the evil 
man shall not go unpunished” (Proverbs 11:21)." One who 
hands money from his hand to her hand, even if he received the 
Torah from God’s hand to his own, like Moses, he will not be 
absolved from the punishment of Gehenna, which is called 
evil. 


Rav Nahman said: From the following verse, it is known that 
Samson’s father, Manoah, was an ignoramus, as it is stated: 
“And Manoah arose, and went after his wife” (Judges 13:11), 
which shows that he was unfamiliar with the principle that one 
must not walk behind a woman. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak strongly objects to this: If that is so, 
if the verse relating to Manoah is understood literally, what will 

one say about the verse with regard to Elkana, the father of the 

prophet Samuel, as it is written: “And Elkana walked after his 

wife.’ Does this verse mean that Elkana was also an ignorant 

person? And what of the verse with regard to the prophet Eli- 
sha, as it is written: “And the mother of the child said: As the 

Lord lives, and as your soul lives, I will not leave you; and he 

arose and followed her” (11 Kings 4:30). Does this verse mean 

that Elisha was also an uneducated person? 


Rather, certainly each of these verses means that he followed 
her words and advice. If so, here too, the verse concerning 
Manoah may be similarly interpreted. He did not literally walk 
behind his wife, but rather he followed her words and advice. 


Rav Ashi said: And according to what Rav Nahman said, that 
Manoah was an ignoramus, he did not even read the basic 
Torah stories that children learn in school. As it is written: 
“Rebecca arose, and her damsels, and they rode upon the 
camels, and followed the man” (Genesis 24:61); they followed 
him and did not walk before the man. 


HALAKHA 


Aman should not walk behind a woman — pr x) 
MWK INK DAK: A man should not walk close behind 
a woman. if he finds himself in that situation, he 
should speed up and pass her (Shulhan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 21:1). 


NOTES 


Anyone who walks behind a woman — ints 7aiyt 
mex: Rashi explains that the prohibition against 
walking behind a woman in a river only refers to 
a married woman. Tosafot explain that the severe 
punishment specified in the Gemara is for one who 
makes a habit of violating this prohibition because 
ultimately it will lead to adultery. The rationale for 
this prohibition is that by looking at a woman from 
behind, a man cannot avoid sinful thoughts. The 
prohibition is extended to a man's own wife. Not ev- 
erybody would know she is his wife, and so he might 
be suspected of wrongdoing (see Meiri). 


Hand to hand, the evil man shall not go unpun- 
ished — y1 np x 1 1: The phrase hand to hand, 
is given a double meaning: The first is one who gives 
from his hand to her hand or the reverse. The second 
meaning is the explanation that even if one received 
the Torah from God's hand to his hand like Moses our 
master, he still will not be absolved. 


And Elkana walked after his wife - »1mx maps bn 
im: Many have noted that there is no such verse 
in the Bible. Some commentaries state that there is 
a similar expression in the verse: “And Elkana went 
to Rama, to his house” (| Samuel 2:11). They explain 
that his house refers to his wife, and that he walked 
to Rama behind his wife (Maharshal). 
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HALAKHA 

Behind a synagogue — np37 MA NWN: It is pro- 
hibited to walk past the entrance of a synagogue 
while the congregation is praying. If one is carrying 
a load or wearing phylacteries, if there is another 
synagogue in the city, if the synagogue has an ad- 
ditional entrance on another side of the building, or 
if one is riding an animal (Beit Yosef), he is permitted 
to do so (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 90:8). 


NOTES 

Bore spirits, demons, and female demons — vin 
porn orp pra: Rav Hai Gaon teaches: As ex- 
plained in the Gemara, semen released by a man 
even accidentally, such as by a nocturnal emission 
or through illness, is used by various spirits to form 
different creatures in a process resembling concep- 
tion and birth. These creatures are not people but 
rather destructive angels of various types. 


Belts [zarzei] of fig leaves - maga ny: The geonim 
explain that the word zarzei means straps, similar to 
hose used to tie a saddle to a donkey. 


It is enough for the world to use only two letters — 
ninis mwa wang odiyd wt: Rav Hai Gaon 

eaches that during the Temple period, the priests 

in the Temple would pronounce the Tetragramma- 
on, that name of God that consists of four letters. 
After the destruction of the Temple, it became pro- 
hibited to pronounce this name, so that nowadays 

only the first half of the name may be uttered. 
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On this topic, Rabbi Yohanan said: It is preferable to walk behind a lion, 
and not behind a woman. And it is preferable to walk behind a woman 
and not behind idolatry. When a procession honoring idolatry is pass- 
ing in the street, it is better to walk behind a woman than appear to be 
accompanying the idolatry. It is preferable to walk behind idolatry and 
not behind a synagogue at a time of prayer." By walking behind a 
synagogue at a time of prayer and not entering, one appears as though 
he were denying the God to Whom the congregation is directing its 
prayers. 


Having cited an aggadic statement of Rabbi Yirmeya ben Elazar, the 

Gemara cites other statements of his: Rabbi Yirmeya ben Elazar said: 

All those years during which Adam was ostracized for the sin involving 

the Tree of Knowledge, he bore spirits, demons, and female demons," 

as it is stated: “And Adam lived a hundred and thirty years, and begot 

a son in his own likeness, after his image, and called his name Seth” 
(Genesis 5:3). By inference, until now, the age of one hundred thirty, he 

did not bear after his image, but rather bore other creatures. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: Rabbi Meir would say: 
Adam the first man was very pious. When he saw that death was im- 
posed as a punishment because of him, he observed a fast for a hun- 
dred thirty years, and he separated from his wife for a hundred thirty 
years, and wore belts [zarzei] of fig leaves’ on his body as his only 
garment for a hundred thirty years. If so, how did he father demons into 
the world? 


The Gemara answers: When Rabbi Yirmeya made his statement, he 
meant that those destructive creatures were formed from the semen that 
Adam accidentally emitted, which brought the destructive creatures 
into being. 


And Rabbi Yirmeya ben Elazar further said: Only some of a person’s 

praise should be said in his presence, and all of it may be said not in 

his presence. Only some of his praise should be said in his presence, 
as it is written: “And the Lord said to Noah, come, you and all your house 

into the ark, for you have I seen righteous before Me in this generation” 
(Genesis 7:1). 


And all of it may be said not in his presence, as it is written: “These are 
the generations of Noah; Noah was a righteous man, and perfect in his 
generations, and Noah walked with God” (Genesis 6:9). When not 
referring to him in his presence, God refers to Noah as a righteous and 
perfect man. 


And Rabbi Yirmeya ben Elazar also said: What is the meaning of that 
which is written: “And the dove came in to him in the evening, and lo, 
in her mouth was an olive leaf, plucked off [taraf]; so Noah knew that 
the waters were abated from off the earth” (Genesis 8:11)? The dove said 
before the Holy One, Blessed be He: Master of the Universe, let my 
food be bitter as an olive but given into Your hand, and let it not be 
sweet as honey but dependent upon flesh and blood. He adds this 
explanation: Here it is written: Taraf. And there it is written: “Remove 
far from me falsehood and lies; give me neither poverty nor riches; feed 
me [hatrifeni] my allotted portion” (Proverbs 30:8). 


And Rabbi Yirmeya ben Elazar also said: Any house in which the 
words of Torah are heard at night will never be destroyed, as it is 
stated: “But none says: Where is God my Maker, Who gives songs in 
the night” (Job 35:10). The verse implies that one who sings songs of 
Torah in his house at night will not need to lament the destruction of his 
home. 


And Rabbi Yirmeya ben Elazar further said: From the day that the 

Temple was destroyed, it is enough for the world to use in its praise of 
God, or in greeting one another with the name of God, only two letters 

of the Tetragrammaton," namely yod and heh, as it is stated: “Let every- 
thing that has breath praise the Lord [Yah]. Halleluya” (Psalms 150:6), 
without mentioning the full name of God, comprised of four letters. 
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And Rabbi Yirmeya ben Flazar also said: When Babylonia was 

cursed, its neighbors were cursed along with it. When Samaria 

was cursed, its neighbors were blessed. He explains: When Ba- 
bylonia was cursed, its neighbors were cursed, as it is written: “I 

will also make it a possession for wild birds, and pools of water” 
(Isaiah 14:23), and the arrival of predatory animals brings harm to 

the surrounding neighbors as well. When Samaria was cursed, its 

neighbors were blessed, as it is written: “Therefore I will turn 

Samaria into a heap of rubble in the field 


for planting vines” (Micah 1:6), which benefits all the surrounding 
inhabitants. 


And Rabbi Yirmeya ben Elazar also said: Come and see that the 
attribute of flesh and blood is unlike the attribute of the Holy 
One, Blessed be He. For the attribute of flesh and blood is to 
place an iron or wooden hook in the mouth of a person who was 
sentenced to death by the government, so that he should not be 
able to curse the king when he is taken away for execution. 


But the attribute of the Holy One, Blessed be He" is that one is 
willingly silent when he is sentenced to death by the Omnipres- 
ent, as it is stated: “For You silence is praise, O God in Zion, and 
to You shall the vow be performed” (Psalms 65:2). And what is 
more, he praises God for his sufferings, as it is stated: “Praise.” 
And what is more, it appears to him as though he were offering 
a sacrifice" in atonement for his sin, as it is stated: “And to You 


shall the vow be performed.” 


And this is what Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: What is the 
meaning of that which is written: “Those who pass through the 
valley of weeping turn it into a water spring; moreover, the early 
rain covers it with blessings” (Psalms 84:7)? 


“Those who pass through [overei],” these are people who trans- 
gress [overin] the will of the Holy One, Blessed be He. “Valley 
[emek]” indicates that their punishment is that Gehenna is deep- 
ened [maamikin] for them. “Of weeping [bakha]” and “turn it 
into a water spring [ma‘ayan yeshituhu],” indicates that they weep 
[bokhin] and make tears flow like a spring [ma‘ayan] of the 
foundations [shitin], meaning like a spring that descends to the 
foundations of the earth. “Moreover, the early rain covers it with 
blessings,’ indicates that they accept the justice of God’s judgment, 
and say before Him: Master of the Universe, You have judged 
properly, You have acquitted properly, You have condemned 
properly, and it is befitting that You have prepared Gehenna for 
the wicked and the Garden of Eden for the righteous. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Is that so? Didn’t Rabbi Shimon 
ben Lakish say: The wicked do not repent, even at the entrance 
to Gehenna," as it is stated: “And they shall go forth, and look 
upon the carcasses of the men who rebel against Me; for their 
worm shall not die, neither shall their fire be quenched; and they 
shall be an abhorrence to all flesh” (Isaiah 66:24)? The verse does 
not say: Who rebelled, but rather: “Who rebel,” in the present 
tense, meaning they continue rebelling forever. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult; here, i.e., where it is said 
that they accept God's judgment, it is referring to the sinners 
of the Jewish people; there, i.e., where it is said that they do not 
recant, itis referring to the rebels among the nations of the world. 


NOTES 

The attribute of the Holy One, Blessed be He - nma 
aT qma wip: There are two reasons for the dis- 
tinction between the human and divine attributes: 
One may think that a judgment of a human king is 
unfair, but he will know that God's judgment is always 
fair. Furthermore, when one is about to die, he is no 
longer afraid of a human king and feels free to curse 
him, since the king cannot punish him after death. 
However, God can punish a person even after his 
death (Ritva; Maharsha). 


As though he were offering a sacrifice — 2912 tea 
13n: When one offers a sacrifice, it is as though he 
were sacrificing himself to atone for his sins. Therefore, 
when one is punished and sentenced to Gehenna, it 
is considered as though he were offering a sacrifice 
(Maharsha). 


Even at the entrance to Gehenna - inns by Sox 
para bw: Since the verse indicates that it is possible 
to go out and see the carcasses, it implies that they 
are not actually in Gehenna but only at its entrance. 
Nevertheless, they continue to sin. 
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NOTES 

Except for a Jew who had relations with a gentile 
woman -= 71377 by xa xn ‘7a: The rationale for this 
is that the merit of our father Abraham protects those 
who guard the covenant of circumcision, as Abraham 
was the first to accept upon himself the fulfillment of this 
covenant. However, a man who sins by engaging in sexual 
relations with a gentile woman and one who draws his 
foreskin in an attempt to disguise that he is circumcised 
deny the covenant of our father Abraham, and so this 
merit no longer protects them. 


Three entrances to Gehenna — pas) w onns aww: 
Some commentaries explain these entrances symboli- 
cally. The entrance in the wilderness is referring to the 
sin of dispute, symbolized by Korah and his company. 
The entrance in the sea represents the unwillingness to 
reprove sinners, symbolized by Jonah son of Amittai. The 
entrance in Jerusalem symbolizes the sins of the people of 
the city involving pride and corrupt standards of behavior 
(Nahalat Ya'akov). 
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So too, it is reasonable to say this, for if you do not say so, there 

would be a contradiction between one statement of Reish Lakish 

and another statement of Reish Lakish. As Reish Lakish said: 

With regard to the sinners of the Jewish people, the fire of Ge- 
henna has no power over them, as may be learned by a fortiori 

reasoning from the golden altar. 


If the golden altar in the Temple, which was only covered by 
gold the thickness of a golden dinar, stood for many years and 

the fire did not burn it, for its gold did not melt, so too the sin- 
ners of the Jewish people, who are filled with good deeds like 

a pomegranate, as it is stated: “Your temples [rakatekh] are like 

a split pomegranate behind your veil” (Song of Songs 6:7), will 

not be affected by the fire of Gehenna. And Rabbi Shimon ben 

Lakish said about this: Do not read: Your temples [rakatekh], 
but rather: Your empty ones [reikateikh], meaning that even the 

sinners among you are full of mitzvot like a pomegranate; how 
much more so should the fire of Gehenna have no power over 
them. 


However, that which is written: “Those who pass through 
the valley of weeping” (Psalms 84:7), which implies that the 
sinners nonetheless descend to Gehenna, should be explained as 
follows: There it speaks of those who are liable at that time for 
punishment in Gehenna, but our father Abraham comes and 
raises them up and receives them. He does not leave the circum- 
cised behind and allow them to enter Gehenna, except for a Jew 
who had relations with a gentile woman," in punishment for 
which his foreskin is drawn, and our father Abraham does not 
recognize him as one of his descendants. 


Rav Kahana strongly objected to this: Now that you have said 
that the words those who rebel are referring to those who go on 
rebelling, if so, in those verses in which it is written of Him: “He 
Who brings out” (see Exodus 6:7) and “He Who raises up” Is- 
rael from Egypt (see Leviticus 11:45), do these expressions mean: 
He Who is currently raising them up and bringing them out? 
Rather, you must understand these terms to mean: He Who al- 
ready raised them up and brought them out; here too then, the 
phrase those who rebel means those who already rebelled. 


And Rabbi Yirmeya ben Elazar also said: There are three en- 
trances to Gehenna," one in the wilderness, one in the sea, and 
one in Jerusalem. There is one entrance in the wilderness, as it 
is written with regard to Korah and his company: “And they, and 
all that appertained to them, went down alive into the pit 
[Sheol], and the earth closed upon them, and they perished from 
among the congregation” (Numbers 16:33). 


In the sea there is a second entrance to Gehenna, as it is written 
about Jonah in the fish’s belly: “Out of the belly of the nether- 
world [She’ol] I cried, and You did hear my voice” (Jonah 2:3). 


And there is a third entrance to Gehenna in Jerusalem, as it is 
written: “Says the Lord, Whose fire is in Zion, and Whose 
furnace is in Jerusalem” (Isaiah 31:9). And it was taught in the 
school of Rabbi Yishmael: “Whose fire is in Zion,” this is Ge- 
henna; and “Whose furnace is in Jerusalem,’ this is an entrance 
to Gehenna. 


The Gemara asks: Are there no more entrances? Didn’t Rabbi 
Maryon say in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, and some 
say it was Rabba bar Maryon who taught in the name of the 
school of Rabbi Yohanan ben Zakkai: There are two date trees 
in the valley of ben Hinnom, and smoke rises from between 
them, and with regard to this statement about date trees that dif- 
fer from other palms we learned: The palms of Har HaBarzel are 
fit for the mitzva of palm branches [lulav], and this is the en- 
trance to Gehenna. The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, for 
perhaps this is the entrance in Jerusalem. 
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Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: Gehenna has seven 
names," and they are as follows: She’ol, Avadon, Be'er 
Shahat, Bor Shaon, Tit HaYaven, Tzalmavet, and Eretz 
HaTahtit. 


She’ol, as it is written: “Out of the belly of the netherworld 

[she’ol] I cried and You did hear my voice” (Jonah 2:3). 
Avadon, as it is written: “Shall Your steadfast love be re- 
ported in the grave or Your faithfulness in destruction 

[avadon]?” (Psalms 88:12). Be’er Shahat, as it is written: 

“For You will not abandon my soul to the netherworld; nor 

will You suffer Your pious one to see the pit [shahat]” 
(Psalms 16:10). And Bor Shaon and Tit HaYaven, as it is 

written: “He brought me up also out of the gruesome pit 

[bor shaon], out of the miry clay [tit hayaven]” (Psalms 

40:3). And Tzalmavet, as it is written: “Such as sat in dark- 
ness and in the shadow of death [tzalmavet], bound in af- 
fliction and iron” (Psalms 107:10). And with regard to Eretz 

Tahtit, i.e., the underworld, it is known by tradition that this 

is its name. 


The Gemara poses a question: Are there no more names? 
Isn’t there the name Gehenna? The Gemara answers that 
this is not a name rather a description: A valley that is as 
deep as the valley [gei] of ben Hinnom. An alternative ex- 
planation is: Into which all descend for vain [hinnam] and 
wasteful acts," understanding the word hinnam as if it were 
written hinnam, meaning for naught. 


The Gemara asks: Isn’t there also the name Tofte, as it is 
written: “For its hearth [tofte] is ordained of old” (Isaiah 
30:33). The Gemara answers: That name too is a description, 
meaning that anyone who allows himself to be seduced 
[mitpateh ] by his evil inclination will fall there. 


Having discussed the entrances to Gehenna, the Gemara 
also mentions the entrance to the Garden of Eden. Reish 
Lakish said: If it is in Eretz Yisrael, its entrance is Beit 
She’an, and ifit is in Arabia, its entrance is Beit Garem, and 
ifit is between the rivers of Babylonia, its entrance is Dum- 
sekanin, for all these places feature a great abundance of 
vegetation and fertile land. The Gemara relates that Abaye 
would praise the fruits of the right bank of the Euphrates 
River, and Rava would praise the fruits of Harpanya. 


The Gemara goes back to the mishna in which we learned: 
And between them, i.e., between the upright boards and the 
double posts, there may be a gap the size of two teams of 
four oxen each, as measured when tied together and not 
when they are untied. The Gemara asks: This is obvious; 
since the tanna taught that they are tied, we know that they 
are not untied. 


The Gemara answers: This is specified, lest you say that tied 
means similar to tied, i.e., close to each other, but not neces- 
sarily that they are actually tied. Therefore, the mishna 
teaches us that it is not enough that they be close; rather, 
they must be actually tied and not untied. 


The mishna continued: There must be sufficient space left so 
that one can enter and another can leave. A Tosefta was 
taught that explains the mishna: Enough space so that one 
team can enter and another team can leave. Our Sages 
taught in a baraita: How much is the length of the head and 
most of the body of a cow? Two cubits. And how much is 
the thickness of a cow? A cubit and two-thirds of a cubit, 


NOTES 
Gehenna has seven names — aaah w ning yaw: 
Apparently, these seven names refer to the seven levels 
of Gehenna, one below the other, while the words Ge- 
henna and Tofteh are general names for Hell (Maharsha; 
Geon Ya'akov). 


Gehenna. ..for vain [hinnam] acts — poy by., Dm 
Dat: According to the first explanation, Gehenna is as 
deep as the valley of ben Hinnom in relation to its sur- 
roundings. According to the second explanation, people 
go down to Gehenna because of matters of hinnam, 
which apparently refers to forbidden sexual relations 
(Maharsha). 
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Perek II 
Daf19 Amudb 


More than thirteen - mwy why by nia: The gaps 
between the upright boards and double posts around 
a well must not be greater than thirteen and a third 
cubits (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:27). 


104 —~PEREK II: 19B WATI p 


TTY 937. PRIDDIS Ws Tw 
YINI Tax MWY wows six 
TAY my 


WIT DWA PAT WY KI WYD” 
PTWY vows XDD rand 


aT DWA pT ep Mey wows 
YINI - "My pares” anh 
9 37 OK INNT XO KI Ty 
niyo PRI wy why by nim 

Mey yard 


oot miw Waa K393 17 WN 
powa pya Kb y xb aby 


xo wnby dist wy pnw aa 
Powa vat hp 


Mey omy w minw -y3 
apm an, pews ya VNA ra 
pows pyar) 


nega 2] VBW NB NA NBD AT 


so that the total width of six oxen is approximately ten cubits; this is 
the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yehuda said the following, in 
accordance with his own opinion that the gap may be the size of two 
teams of four oxen each: The total width is approximately thirteen 
cubits or approximately fourteen cubits. 


The Gemara asks: Why does the tanna of the baraita say: Approxi- 
mately ten cubits in Rabbi Meir’s statement? Isn’t it exactly ten cu- 
bits? The Gemara answers: Since he wanted to teach: Approxi- 
mately thirteen, in the last clause, i.e., Rabbi Yehuda’s statement, he 
therefore also taught: Approximately ten, in the first clause. 


The Gemara asks: But how could he say: Approximately thirteen, 
when it is more? The Gemara answers: Since he wanted to teach: 
Approximately fourteen, he therefore also teaches: Approximately 
thirteen. The Gemara continues this line of questioning: But they are 
not approximately fourteen, but rather are less. Rav Pappa said: It 
is a third of a cubit more than thirteen" cubits, and it does not reach 
fourteen cubits. 


Rav Pappa said: With regard to a water cistern whose own width is 
eight cubits,” everyone agrees, both Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Meir, 
that there is no need to position upright boards between the double 
posts. In such a case, the width of the enclosed area, which is the width 
of the cistern together with the space required for the cows, i.e., two 
cubits on each side, is twelve cubits. Since the width of each double 
post is one cubit, the gap between the double posts is ten cubits, and 
a gap of this size is permitted even according to Rabbi Meir. 


With regard to a cistern whose width is twelve cubits,’ everyone 
agrees that there is a need for upright posts. In this case, even if only 
two cubits are added on each side for the cows, the enclosed area will 
be sixteen cubits, and the gap between the double posts will be four- 
teen cubits, which must be closed off even according to Rabbi Yehuda. 


Where they disagree is in the case of a cistern whose width is be- 
tween eight and twelve cubits. According to the opinion of Rabbi 
Meir, one must add upright posts, whereas according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda, one need not add upright posts. 


The Gemara asks: And what is Rav Pappa teaching us? We already 
learned in the baraita that according to Rabbi Meir the gap may not 
be more than ten cubits, whereas according to Rabbi Yehuda it may 
be up to thirteen and a third cubits. 


A cistern whose own width is eight cubits - minw wa: The A cistern whose width is twelve cubits - mwy waw Wa: When 


width of the cistern in this illustration is eight cubits. If the upright 
boards are two cubits from the well, as they should be, the result- 
ing gap between the double posts measures ten cubits. Therefore, 
there is no need to add to the number of boards. 


Cistern of eight cubits 


the double posts are two cubits from the cistern, the gap between 
the posts becomes fourteen cubits. This is more than the amount 
permitted even by Rabbi Yehuda, who requires the addition of 
upright boards between the double posts in this case. 


Cistern of twelve cubits 
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The Gemara answers: Indeed, for us nothing new is being taught 
here; however, Rav Pappa did not hear this baraita,. and he 
taught us on his own as was taught in the baraita. 


Extended, more, in a mound, a barrier of, a courtyard, that 
dried up;" this is a mnemonic containing key words ina series of 
issues raised by Abaye before Rabba. Abaye raised a dilemma 
before Rabba: If the gaps between the double posts were more 
than ten cubits, and one extended the double posts, that is, he 
widened each arm of the corner pieces, adding the measure of an 
upright board, i.e., another cubit, on each side, so that the gaps 
were no longer more than ten cubits, what is the law according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Meir? Do we say that this suffices and it 
is no longer necessary to arrange upright boards between the two 
double posts, or must upright boards be positioned in the gaps? 


Rabba said to him: We already learned it in the mishna: Pro- 
vided that he increases the boards. Does this not mean that he 
extends the double posts, increasing them in width? Abaye re- 
futes this: No, perhaps it means that he makes more upright 
boards," increasing them in number. 


Rabba said to him: If so, this wording: Provided that he in- 
creases the boards, is imprecise, for it implies that one increases 
the boards themselves, and instead it should have stated: Pro- 
vided that he increases the number of upright boards. Abaye 
answered: There is no need to be particular about this. Teach: 
Provided that he increases the number of upright boards." 


The Gemara cites an alternative version of the previous discussion: 
There are some who say that Rabba said to Abaye as follows: We 
already learned it: Provided that he increases the boards. Does 
this not mean that he makes more upright boards, increasing 
them in number? Abaye refutes this: No, perhaps it means that 
he extends the double posts, increasing them in width. 


The Gemara comments: So too, it is reasonable to say this, from 
the fact that the mishna teaches: Provided that he increases the 
upright boards, which implies that he extends the width of the 
boards themselves, in accordance with the second version. The 
Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from this that this is the correct 
understanding. 


Abaye raised another dilemma before Rabba: If the gaps are 
more than thirteen and a third cubits, what is the law according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? Does he bring upright boards 
and position them between the double posts, or does he extend 
the double posts, increasing them in width? 


Rabba said to him: We already learned the law in a similar case, 
for it was taught in a baraita: How close may the double posts be 
to the well? They can be as close as the length of the head and 
most of the body of a cow. And how far may they be from the 
well? If one wishes, the enclosed area may be expanded even to 
the area ofa kor and even to two kor, provided that one increases 
the number of upright boards adequately to keep the gaps under 
the allowable limit. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Yehuda says: Up to an area of two 
beit se‘a, it is permitted to enclose the area in this manner; but 
expanding the enclosed area so it is more than an area of two beit 
sea is prohibited. The other Rabbis said to Rabbi Yehuda: Do 
you not agree with regard to a pen, and stable, and a backyard, 
and a courtyard that even an area of five beit kor and even of ten 
beit kor is permitted for use? 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Yehuda said to them: There is a 
significant difference between these cases, for this one, i.e., the 
wall surrounding the courtyard and the like, is a proper partition, 
whereas these are merely upright boards. 


from the publisher 


NOTES 


Rav Pappa did not hear of this baraita - ymw xd xa 
a: This answer could be acceptable because it would 
not be surprising or insulting that an amora would not 
be familiar with a particular baraita. During the period 
of the Gemara, the baraitot were not anthologized. Con- 
sequently, sometimes only a few individual Sages had 
access to a specific tradition. In this case, however, Rabbi 
Pappa had earlier resolved the difficulty the baraita pre- 
sented. How, then, could he not have heard of the ba- 
raita? Tosafot answer that he learned of it at some later 
point, and only then did he correct its wording. Other 
commentaries explain that this correction was not made 
by Rabbi Pappa himself but was inferred from his words 
Ra’avad; see Rashba). 


Extended, more, etc. -^9 YNY TN: This mnemonic is 
a list of dilemmas posed by Abaye to Rabba. The last refers 
o the question on 20a, p. 107 with regard to a well that 
dried up on Shabbat. This mnemonic does not appear in 
all versions of the text, and it also does not include all of 
he dilemmas. 


Teach: Provided that he increases the number of 
upright boards - pps nape Ay aA: This does not mean 
hat the wording of the mishna should actually be emend- 
ed. Rather, it indicates that this phrase alone is not enough 
o decide the issue, since it can be understood to mean 
hat one should add boards, as opposed to increasing the 
width of the existing boards (Geon Ya'akov). 


HALAKHA 

He makes more upright boards — pews Pay) wan: If 
the gap between the double posts is greater than the 
permitted amount, one must erect upright boards in 
the middle of the gap. Although Abaye refuted Rabba's 
proof, the rule is still in accordance with Rabba's conclu- 
sion (Maggid Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 17:29). 
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NOTES 

Double post - 397: The Jerusalem Talmud discusses 
these issues and resolves all the dilemmas raised by Abaye 
by saying that in all these cases the object in question can 
serve as a double post. In addition, it is stated there that 
even a hole hollowed out of the ground has the status 
of a double post, if it is ten handbreadths deep and six 
handbreadths long and wide. 


We see — pin: According to the conclusion, it is obvious 
to Rabba that we say: We see, even twice, because the 
tree has the status of a double post even though it is 
round. Rabba did not cite a proof from the tree because 
he wanted to cite the baraita that explicitly deals with 
this issue. 


Thicket of reeds — 1377 xma: Some commentaries 
explain that this refers to a bundle of detached reeds 
placed at the corner of the well area to serve as a double 
post (Rambam; Or Zarua). 


BACKGROUND 
Square stone - nyam jaK: 


Diagram of a square stone divided so that part of it has the shape of a 
double post, demonstrating that a square stone can be viewed as if it were 
altered in such a way that it has the shape of a double post 


Round stone - yay 12%: 


Round stone marked to show that part of it has the shape of a double post 


HALAKHA 


From what may a double post be made - owiy man 
ïa: Various items can be considered to be a double 
post, such as a large stone, a tree, a bundle of reeds, a 
mound that rises to ten handbreadths with a diameter 
of four cubits, or five reeds separated by less than three 
handbreadths. In each case, we examine the item or the 
collection of items. If it is possible to divide it up in such a 
manner that it retains a cubit for each side, it has the status 
of a double post. Abaye refuted Rabba’s proof, but did not 
prove that Rabba's opinion itself is incorrect. Therefore, 
Rabba’s conclusion is accepted (Maggid Mishne; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:28). 
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The Gemara asks with regard to Rabba’s statement: And if it is 

so that one extend the double posts, this means that he makes 

a proper partition of increasingly wider double posts in the area 

surrounding the well, this is equivalent to the partitions of a 

courtyard, he, Rabbi Yehuda, should have said: This is a parti- 
tion and that is a partition. 


The Gemara answers: No proof can be brought from here, for 
Rabbi Yehuda is saying as follows: This one, the walls of a 
courtyard, are governed by the laws of a partition, and there- 
fore its breaches must not be more than ten cubits. Whereas 
these, which surround the well, are governed by the laws of 
upright boards, and their breaches may be up to thirteen and 
a third cubits. Consequently, only an area of two beit sea can 
be enclosed in this manner. Therefore, no proof can be brought 
from this baraita to Abaye’s dilemma. 


Abaye raised another dilemma before Rabba: Can a mound 
that rises to a height of ten handbreadths within an area of four 
cubits serve as a double post or can it not serve as a double 
post?" 


Rabba said to him: We already learned this in the following 
baraita: Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: If a square stone? was 
present, we see the stone as if it were altered: Wherever it can 
be divided in such a way that there would remain a cubit here 
in one direction and a cubit there at a right angle to it, it can 
serve as a double post; but if not, it cannot serve as a double 
post. 


Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, says: Ifa 
round stone’ was present, we see the stone as ifit were altered: 
Wherever it could be chiseled down into a square, and then 
divided in such a way that there would remain a cubit here in 
one direction and a cubit there at a right angle to it, it can serve 
as a double post; but if not, it cannot serve as a double post. 
In any case, it is learned from these two statements that anything 
can serve as a double post if it is of the requisite size and shape. 


With regard to the baraita itself, the Gemara asks: With regard 
to what do these two tanna’im disagree? The Gemara explains 
that one Sage, Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, holds that we say: We 
see, once. However, we do not say: We see, twice. That is to Say, 
while the stone can be considered as if it were divided, it cannot 
also be considered as though it were chiseled down into a square. 
And the other Sage, Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben 
Beroka, holds that we even say: We see," twice. Since amound 
is similar to a round stone, it can therefore serve as a double post. 


Abaye raised another dilemma before Rabba: With regard to 
a barrier of reeds in the shape of a double post, where each reed 
is less than three handbreadths apart from the next, so that they 
are considered connected by the principle of lavud, can it serve 
as a double post" or not? 


Rabba said to him: We already learned this law in a baraita that 
states: Ifa tree, or a fence, or a barrier of reeds was present, it 
serves as a double post. Does this not refer to a barrier of reeds 
where each reed is less than three handbreadths from the next? 


The Gemara refutes this: No, it may perhaps refer to a thicket 
of reeds" planted close together, forming a kind of post. The 
Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, it is equivalent to a tree, and 
the tanna would not repeat the same case twice. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: What, then? Would you say 
that the baraita is referring to a barrier of reeds where each reed 
is less than three handbreadths apart? If so, it is a fence. Rath- 
er, what must you say is that the baraita teaches two types of 
fence; here too, then, you can say that it teaches two types of 
tree, and therefore no proof can be brought from this baraita. 
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The Gemara cites an alternative version of the previous discussion: 
There are some who say that the question was posed differently, and 
the dilemma Abaye raised before Rabba was about whether or not 
a dense thicket of reeds can serve as a double post. Rabba said to 
him: We already learned this law in the following baraita: Ifa tree, 
or a fence, or a barrier of reeds was present, it can serve as a 
double post. Does this not refer to a thicket of reeds? 


The Gemara refutes this: No, it may perhaps refer to a barrier of 
reeds where each reed is less than three handbreadths apart from 
the next. The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, it is exactly a fence. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: What, then? Would you say that 
the baraita refers to a thicket of reeds? If so, this is a tree. Rather, 
what must you say is 


that the baraita teaches two types of tree; here too, then, you can 
say that it teaches two types of fence, and therefore no proof can 
be brought from this baraita. 


And Abaye further inquired of Rabba: With regard to a courtyard, 
the open end of which interposed between the boards surround- 
ing a well,’ what is the law with regard to carrying from inside the 

courtyard to the area between the upright boards, and from the 

area between the boards into the courtyard? Rabba said to him: 

It is permitted. 


Abaye then asked him: And if two adjacent courtyards interposed 
between the boards surrounding a well, what is the law? Is it permit- 
ted to carry from inside them to the area between the boards, and 
vice versa? Rabba said to him in response: It is prohibited. 


Rav Huna said: In the case of two courtyards, it is prohibited to 
carry, even if the residents of the two courtyards made an eiruv 
together. This is because of a decree lest they come to say that an 
eiruv is effective for the area between the upright boards. Rava, 
however, disagreed and said: If they made an eiruv together," it is 
permitted to carry between the courtyards and the area between 
the boards, and vice versa; with the preparation of the eiruv, the two 
courtyards are regarded as one. 


Abaye said to Rava: What was taught in a baraita supports your 
opinion, for the baraita states: In the case of a courtyard, one end 
of which interposes between the upright boards" surrounding a 
well, it is permitted to carry from inside the courtyard to the area 
between the upright boards, and from the area between the up- 
right boards into the courtyard, but if there were two adjacent 
courtyards, this is prohibited. With regard to which case was this 
statement made? The statement applies where the residents of the 
two courtyards did not make an eiruv together; but if they made 
an eiruv together, it is permitted to carry between the courtyards 
and the area between the boards, and vice versa. 


HALAKHA 


A courtyard, one end of which interposes between the 
boards - ppan pa) papa my AWN! EN: If a courtyard inter- 
poses into the area between the upright boards surrounding a 
well, one may carry from the courtyard into the area between 
the upright boards and from the area between the upright 


boards into the courtyard. However, if there are two courtyards 
it is prohibited, unless the residents established a joining of 
courtyards [eiruv]. This ruling is in accordance with Rava, since 
a straightforward reading of the baraita supports him (Maggid 
Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:34). 


BACKGROUND 
Courtyards and upright boards around a well - pai nin 
nix va: The image below illustrates a case in which there are 
two courtyards that interpose into the area between the 
upright boards surrounding a well, and the wall between 
the courtyards is breached. In this way, the courtyards be- 
come joined. 


Courtyards with a breached wall between them 


NOTES 

If they made a joint eiruv — ayy : The Ra'avad explains 
hat the question refers to two courtyards where the joining 
of courtyards [eiruv] was accomplished in the manner of 
joint alleyways [shitufei mevoot], through the open space 
between the boards. This practice was prohibited because it 
ooks like courtyards merging into a breached alleyway. The 
phrase: Later became joined, which appears a few lines later 
in the Gemara, means that a proper joining of courtyards 
eiruv] was later made between the two courtyards through 
a different entrance directly connecting them. 


A courtyard, one end of which interposes between the 
upright boards - pest pay D33) Thx A!NAW a¥M: In the 
Jerusalem Talmud, a different opinion is cited: One is per- 
mitted to carry from the courtyard to the area between the 
upright boards, but it is prohibited to carry from the area 
between the upright boards to the courtyard. The Ritva 
explains the rationale of the permission to carry inside the 
area surrounded by the upright boards without having to 
establish a joining of courtyards [eiruv]. Since the area be- 
tween the boards is not a place of actual human residence, 
there is no need to establish an eiruv between the courtyard 
and the area between the upright boards. 
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NOTES 
Other water came on Shabbat - nawa oN wa: Ac- 
cording to the Rambam, the Meiri, and the Ritva, even if 
there was no water whatsoever at the onset of Shabbat, 
and the well filled with water on Shabbat itself, it is 
permitted to carry between the upright boards. 


HALAKHA 
Water dried up on Shabbat - nawa om wa»: If the 
water in a well dries up on Shabbat, it becomes pro- 
hibited to carry in the area between the upright boards 
surrounding the well, in accordance with Rabba (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:34). 


Other water came on Shabbat - nawa ova wa: If a 
cistern filled with water on Shabbat, one may carry in 
the area between the boards, even if the cistern was 
dry when Shabbat began (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 17:34). 


A partition erected on Shabbat - mwya ayn 
nawa: It is permitted to carry in an area surrounded 
by a partition that was unwittingly erected on Shabbat. 
If the partition was intentionally erected on Shabbat, it 
is indeed considered a partition, but only for matters 
of halakhic stringency. Consequently, it is prohibited 
to carry from an area enclosed by such a partition into 
the public domain and vice versa, and the Sages pro- 
hibited carrying within the area as well. This rule is in 
accordance with Rav Nahman's understanding of the 
baraita (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 362:3). 


One who throws into the area between the boards — 
Tix pat Dd pad pitt: One may not throw an object 
from the public domain into the area between upright 
boards, even if there is no well and many people pass 
through there, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Elazar (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:33). 
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The Gemara asks: Shall we say that this is a refutation of the opin- 
ion of Rav Huna, for the baraita explicitly contradicts his opinion? 
The Gemara rejects this argument: Rav Huna could have said to 
you: There, the baraita is dealing with a case where the two court- 
yards later became joined by means of the wall that separated them 
being breached, and it is clear to all that it is a single courtyard, so 
that there is no concern that people will say that an eiruv is effective 
for the area between the boards. 


Abaye asked Rabba yet another question: If the water in the cistern 
dried up on Shabbat, what is the law? Is it still permitted to carry 
between the boards? Rabba said to him: The boards are considered 
a valid partition only on account of the water; since there is no 
longer any water here, there is also no longer a valid partition here. 


Ravin raised a dilemma: If the water in the well dried up on Shab- 
bat, and then on the same Shabbat it rained and other water came" 
in its place, what is the law? Is the original allowance to carry re- 
stored? Abaye said to him: The case where the water dried up on 
Shabbat" should not be a dilemma for you, for I already raised 
this dilemma before my Master, Rabba, and he resolved for me 
that it is prohibited to carry in the enclosed area. 


The case where other water came on Shabbat" should also not be 
a dilemma for you, for this is a case of a partition erected on Shab- 
bat, and it was already taught in a baraita: Any partition erected 
on Shabbat," whether it was erected unwittingly, or whether in- 
tentionally, whether by unavoidable accident, or whether will- 
ingly, it is called a valid partition. The fact that it was erected in a 
prohibited manner, in violation of prohibitions related to building, 
does not negate its effectiveness. 


Ravin raised a difficulty: Was it not stated with regard to this ha- 
lakha that Rav Nahman said: They only taught that such a partition 
is called a partition as a stringency; it is prohibited by Torah law to 
throw objects from an area enclosed by such a partition into the 
public domain and vice versa, but to carry in it as a full-fledged 
private domain is not permitted by the Sages? 


The Gemara refutes this objection: Rav Nahman’s statement ap- 
plies only in a case where the partition was erected intentionally. 
Since the partition was erected intentionally on Shabbat, the Sages 

imposed a penalty that it is prohibited to carry within the enclosed 

area. However, in the case of a partition that was erected unwit- 
tingly or that arose by itself, no such penalty was imposed, and it is 

permitted to carry there. 


Rabbi Elazar said: One who throws an object from the public 
domain into the area between the upright boards" surrounding a 
well is liable. The Gemara asks: This is obvious, for were it not a 
valid partition, how could he be permitted to draw water from the 
well? This shows that it is a full-fledged private domain. 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Elazar’s ruling is only necessary to 
teach that in the case where one arrange an enclosure similar to 
the upright boards surrounding a well in the public domain, in a 
place where there was no well, and threw an object into it from the 
public domain, he is liable. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Isn’t this obvious as well? As, were 

it not regarded as a partition in general, how could he be permit- 
ted to carry in the case ofa cistern? The Gemara explains: It is only 

necessary to teach you that even though such a partition does not 
bar entry and many people pass through it, it is nonetheless con- 
sidered a partition in regard to Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: And what is he teaching us by this statement, 
that the passage of many people does not come and negate the 
effectiveness of a partition? But Rabbi Elazar stated this idea once 
before. 
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As we learned in a mishna: Rabbi Yehuda says the following with 
regard to the upright boards surrounding a well: If the path of the 
public domain passes through the area of the wells and the posts and 
obstructs them, he must divert it to the sides, or else the partition 
is invalid. And the Rabbis say: He need not divert the path of the 
public domain, for even if many people pass through there, the parti- 
tion is valid. With regard to this mishna, Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi 
Elazar both said: Here, the Rabbis informed you of the strength of 
partitions. Therefore, we see that Rabbi Elazar already expressed his 
opinion that the validity of a partition is not canceled by the passage 
of many people through it. 


The Gemara answers: If it was derived from there alone, I would have 
said that what Rabbi Elazar meant is that here the Rabbis informed 
you of the strength of partitions, but he, Rabbi Elazar, does not agree 
with them. He therefore teaches us in his present ruling that what he 
meant is that here they informed you of this law and he agrees with 
them. 


The Gemara asks: If so, let Rabbi Elazar say this ruling that one who 
throws an object into the area enclosed by upright boards is liable, and 
he would not have need to make his other comment that here the 
Rabbis informed you of the strength of partitions. The Gemara an- 
swers: Rabbi Elazar did not in fact make two statements, but rather 
one was stated by inference from the other." He only made one of 
these statements explicitly; the other was reported by his students in 
his name based on an inference from what he had said. 


We learned in the mishna: It is permitted to bring the upright boards 
closer to the well, provided that the enclosed area is large enough for 
a cow to stand in and drink, with its head and most of its body inside 
the partitioned space. Similarly, we learned there in a mishna: A 
person may not stand in a public domain and drink in the private 
domain, and likewise he may not stand in the private domain and 
drink in a public domain, unless he brings his head and most of his 
body into the place where he is drinking. 


And the law is likewise in a winepress with respect to tithes. As long 
as one’s head and most of his body is in the winepress, he may drink 
from the wine without first separating tithes because drinking wine 
in a winepress is considered incidental drinking, which does not re- 
quire tithing. The activity of harvesting and ingathering grapes is not 
considered completed as long as the grapes are in the winepress, since 
the grapes are still intended for making wine. Consequently, at this 
stage one may consume the produce in a casual, incidental manner. 
Once the work has been completed, however, one must tithe the 
produce before consuming any of it. 


The Gemara clarifies several laws related to this issue: With regard to 
a person, it was said in connection to these laws that it is necessary 
that his head and most of his body be inside the domain from which 
he is drinking. However, a question may be raised with regard to a 
cow standing in a public domain and drinking from a private domain, 
or vice versa: Is it necessary that its head and most of its body" be 
inside the domain from which it is drinking, or not? 


The Gemara clarifies: Wherever one holds the bucket from which 
the cow is drinking but does not hold the animal, there should not 
be a dilemma for you, for it is certainly necessary for its head and 
most of its body to be inside, as the cow might move backward and 
pull the bucket with it, causing him to carry it from one domain to the 
other. Where there should be a dilemma for you is where he holds 
the bucket and also holds the animal. What is the law in such a case? 


NOTES 


One was stated by inference from the other - Soon x1n 
wares AVA: There are different opinions as to which 
statement was made by Rabbi Elazar himself and which 
statement was inferred from his words. Some commen- 
taries indicate that Rabbi Elazar explicitly stated the law 
concerning one who throws an object from the public 
domain into the area between the upright boards sur- 
rounding a well. His students inferred from it the case 
of a public thoroughfare passing through the boards 
(Rashba). Other commentaries teach that the statement: 
Here the Sages informed you, was Rabbi Elazar’s original 
ruling, from which his students inferred the law governing 
the case of one who throws an object into the area be- 
tween the upright boards surrounding a well (Maharshal). 
However Rabbi Elazar’s opinion is understood, it seems 
that Rabbi Yohanan, cited along with Rabbi Elazar on the 
statement: Here the Rabbis taught about the strength of 
partitions, does not agree with the Rabbis. Elsewhere, he 
maintains that an inferior partition through which many 
people pass is an invalid partition (Meiri). 


NOTES 


Its head and most of its body — tam) wees: Rashi explains 
that the Gemara’s concern is that one might carry the 
bucket from one domain to the other while the animal 
drinks. However, it is explained in the Jerusalem Talmud 
that the concern is that the water passes from one do- 
main to another inside the body of the person or animal. 
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NOTES 


A manger that interposes into the area between the 
upright boards - o°57 pa DIAN: Rashi explains that the 
animal is standing in a private domain, while the feeding 
trough is located partly in the public domain and partly in 
the area between the upright boards surrounding a well. 
Most commentaries, however, maintain that this is a case 
where an animal is standing in the public domain and 
eating from a manger, one end of which interposes into 
the area between the upright boards surrounding a well 
(see Tosafot; Rashba; Ritva). 


HALAKHA 


One who changed his mind and carried out — on 
rox: If one picks up an object in a private domain in- 
tending to put it down somewhere else in that domain, 
but then decides to carry it out to the public domain, he 
is exempt from liability according to Torah law, because 
the initial lifting up of the object was not done for this 
purpose, as stated by Rabbi Yohanan. However, this is 
prohibited by rabbinic decree (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 13:12). 


110 _ sw PEREK II: 20B 3972p 


Kany taba mannan > vox 
nw) DIN AIN Aw TT 
sọ IAA DP) a wrt xd nen 

“hom shee op 


DW AY wry sey xa Dp) 
1) DD DI hp K5: KNT) 
xan bax Anaga 29> nawa 

IPRA ADW som TIW NA 


SDT NEN TON T79 ANN K 
Maa DT mva TIA DANA 
wry Avan ant OND TYY 

POST pA? Dap TN 


pian mh on saya aya 
TYKT mpr DN) i bpbpnT 
NWN PIA KP) APT. sora 

pan meh pan 


31 WONT 2D 1D NINE NT DI 
PIPIR AK 937 WE ND 
ana xu 8 - eosin ae 

rap) maine me TYPE 


bey vim mY pnt pat xx 
pai mei WYN xp ar 
pra mw) 


XI - DIX 923 VINT KIN 
ABN wrda wh DT PWN? 
AIM AUKI A ap n m R3 

and IK 


x — ab DPN xan DIT KD 
ADN AW ab D4 $ yon 
Kbi KIN DIT Ý wD xb 

agn AD op 


He said to him: We already learned a resolution to this dilemma, for 
we have learned in the mishna: It is permitted to bring the upright 
boards closer to the well, provided that the enclosed area is large 
enough for a cow to stand in, with its head and most of its body in- 
side the partitioned space and drink. Does this not refer even to a 
case where one holds the cow and also holds the bucket? The Ge- 
mara rejects this argument: No, this may refer exclusively to the case 
where he holds the bucket but does not hold the animal. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: And where he holds the bucket but 
does not hold the animal, is it permitted to give his animal to drink 
in such a fashion? Wasn’t it taught in the following baraita: A person 
may not fill a bucket with water and hold it before his animal on 
Shabbat; but he may fill it and pour it out into a trough, and it, i.e., 
the animal, drinks ofits own accord? Consequently, we see that it is 
prohibited to give an animal to drink from a bucket if he does not 
hold the animal. 


The Gemara refutes this: Wasn’t it stated with regard to this baraita 
that Abaye said: Here we are dealing with a cow standing inside a 
house with windows open to the public domain, eating from a man- 
ger or trough that stands in the public domain that is ten hand- 
breadths high and four handbreadths wide, i.e., it constitutes a pri- 
vate domain, and one end of this manger interposes into the area 
between the upright boards surrounding a well?" 


In such a case, it is prohibited to fill a bucket with water in the area 
enclosed by the upright boards and hold it before his animal, unless 
the animal is within the enclosed area. This is a rabbinical decree, lest 
one see that the manger was damaged on the side in the public 
domain and go to fix it, and he might take the bucket with him, 
thereby carrying it from the private domain to the public domain. 
Rather, he must pour out the water into the manger, so that it reaches 
the animal on its own. 


The Gemara asks: Even ifhe carried the bucket into the public domain, 
would he be liable in such a case? Didnt Rav Safra say that Rabbi 
Ami said that Rabbi Yohanan said: With regard to one who transfers 
objects from corner to corner in a house, and changed his mind 
about them while carrying them and carried them out" to the pub- 
lic domain, he is exempt because the lifting at the first moment was 
not for that purpose of carrying out to a different domain; when he 
picked them up, he intended merely to move them around his 
house. Here too, then, one should not be liable, since when he picked 
up the bucket he did not intend from the outset to carry it into the 
public domain; accordingly, there is no room for such a decree. 


Rather, say that the decree is due to a different concern, that at times 
one would fix the manger and then bring the bucket back in again, 
thereby carrying from the public domain into the private domain. 
In this case one picks up the bucket from the outset with the intention 
of carrying it from a public domain into a private domain. 


Some say a different version of the previous discussion. With regard 
to a person, we said that it is sufficient if his head and most of his 
body are inside the domain from which he is drinking. But a question 
may be raised with regard to a cow standing in a public domain and 
drinking from a private domain, or vice versa: Is it sufficient if its 
head and most of its body are inside the domain from which it is 
drinking, or not? Perhaps all of the cow must be in that domain. 


The Gemara clarifies the question. The case where one holds the 
bucket from which the cow is drinking and also holds the animal 
should not bea dilemma for you, as it is certainly enough ifits head 
and most of its body are in the domain. Rather, the case where there 
should bea dilemma for you is where he holds the bucket but does 
not hold the animal. What is the halakha in such a case? 
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He said to him: We already learned a resolution to this dilemma in the 
mishna: It is permitted to bring the upright boards closer to the well, 
provided that the enclosed area is large enough for a cow to stand in, 
with its head and most of its body inside the partitioned space, and 
drink. Doesn’t this refer even to a case where one holds the bucket 
but does not hold the animal? The Gemara rejects this argument: No, 
this may refer only to the case where he holds the bucket and also 
holds the animal. 


The Gemara comments: So too, it is reasonable to say this, for if one 
holds the bucket but does not hold the animal, is it in fact permitted 
to give his animal to drink in such a fashion? Wasn’t it taught in a ba- 
raita: A person may not fill a bucket with water and hold it before his 
animal on Shabbat. But he may fill it and pour it out into a trough, and 
the animal drinks of its own accord. 


The Gemara refutes this argument: Wasn't it stated with regard to this 

baraita that Abaye said: Here, we are dealing with a manger that stands 

in the public domain, and it is ten handbreadths high and four hand- 
breadths wide, i.e., it constitutes a private domain, and one end of the 

manger interposes into the area between the upright boards surround- 
ing a well, and the animal is standing at the other end in the public 

domain. In such a case, it is prohibited to fill a bucket with water in the 

area enclosed by the boards and hold it before his animal, unless the 

animal is within the enclosed area. This is a rabbinical decree, lest at 

times one see that the manger was damaged on the side in the public 

domain and go to fix it and take the bucket with him, thereby carrying 
it from the private domain into the public domain. 


The Gemara asks: But would he be liable in such a case? Didn’t Rav 
Safra say that Rabbi Ami said that Rabbi Yohanan said: With regard 

to one who transfers objects from corner to corner in a house, and 

changed his mind about them while carrying them and took them out 

to the public domain, he is exempt because the lifting at the first mo- 
ment was not for that purpose of carrying out to a different domain; 

when he picked them up, he intended merely to move them around his 

house. Here too, then, he should not be liable, since when he picked up 

the bucket he did not intend from the outset to carry it into the public 

domain; accordingly, there is no room for such a decree. 


Rather, we must say that the decree is due to a different concern, that 
at times one would fix the manger and then bring the bucket back in 
again, carrying from the public domain into the private domain. In 
this case, he picks up the bucket with the intention of carrying it from 
a public domain into a private domain. In any case, no proof can be 
brought from this source. 


The Gemara cites a different proof. Come and hear the following barai- 
ta: A camel whose head and most of its body are inside a private do- 
main may be force-fed from inside the private domain. Now, force- 
feeding is like the case where he holds the bucket and also holds the 
animal, as one cannot force-feed an animal without holding it by its 
neck, and nonetheless we require that its head and most of its body 
be inside the domain where it is eating. 


Rav Aha bar Rav Huna said that Rav Sheshet said: A camel is differ- 
ent, as since its neck is long, its head and most of its body must be 
inside; otherwise it could stretch its neck into the public domain, and 
the one feeding it might come to carry the bucket from the private 
domain into the public domain." In the case of other animals, however, 
there is no reason for such stringency. 


The Gemara attempts to cite yet another proof. Come and hear the 
following baraita: An animal whose head and most of its body were 
inside a private domain may be force-fed from inside the private do- 
main. Now, as stated above, force-feeding is like the case where he 
holds the bucket and also holds the animal, and nonetheless we re- 
quire that its head and most of its body be inside the domain where it 
is eating. The Gemara refutes this argument: What is this animal that 
is taught in this baraita? It is also a camel." 


HALAKHA 


Feeding an animal between two domains - mbox 
Dpws mw pa maga: If an animal is standing with its 
head and most of its body in a private domain, one is 
permitted to feed it, even if the entire animal cannot en- 
ter the private domain. The halakha follows this opinion 
because according to the first version it is obvious, and 
according to the second version the issue remains an 
unresolved problem. The halakha is decided accord- 
ing to the straightforward conclusion (Maggid Mishne; 
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:29). 


NOTES 


An animal and a camel — bon mama: The distance 
between the upright boards and the well is equal to the 
head and most of the body of a cow. In the Jerusalem 
Talmud it is stated that this distance is based on the 
size of a cow even for all other animals, from a small kid, 
whose entire body fits into the area, to a camel, most of 
whose body cannot fit into that space. 

The author of Geon Ya'akov points out that the ha- 
lakha should differentiate between a camel and other 
animals. Even though the laws are equated in this con- 
text, it is only for the purpose of refuting the absolute 
proof. The legal distinction, however, is reasonable and 
the law governing a camel is different. 
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NOTES 


Were these two baraitot taught next to each other - 772 
KAN TTT 9Ba: Rashi teaches that since the different baraitot 
were taught i in different schools, such as the school of Rabbi 
Hiyya, the school of Rabbi Oshaya, and numerous others, it is 
impossible to prove the meaning of one baraita from the style 
of another baraita that was taught in a different school. 


To Festival pilgrims - pay oid: In the Jerusalem Talmud, a 
dispute among the amoraim is cited on this issue. Some Sages 
rule that the permission to carry in the area surrounded by 
upright boards around a well applies only to Festival pilgrims. 
Other Sages state that the permission is granted because of the 
Festival pilgrims, but that it applies to everyone. Yet other Sages 
teach that the allowance applies only during the period of 
Festival pilgrimage. It has been suggested that the rationale for 
the use of upright boards surrounding a well, which constitute 
an inferior partition, applies only for the purpose of a mitzva. 
Since Festival pilgrims bring many animals with them for their 
sacrifices, they require a large quantity of water. In Eretz Yisrael 
during the periods of pilgrimages, water was generally found 
only in cisterns and wells (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


HALAKHA 
The permission of upright boards surrounding a well — 17 
Dix Va p3: The permission to carry where upright boards sur- 
round a well was initially instituted so that Festival pilgrims 
could give their animals water to drink, rather than so that 
people could drink (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
17:30). 


Perek II 
Daf21 Amuda 


NOTES 

Must climb up and climb down - 17i pava biy) pavn: 
The author of Geon Ya'akov amends this phrase so that it reads 
logically: Must climb down and climb up. However, Tosafot 
(Pesahim 2a) teach that it is the way of the Gemara to mention 
ascending and entering first, even if this does not correspond 
to reality. Some commentators explain that the Gemara uses 
this phrasing to teach that one can do it several times (Rav 
Ya'akov Emden). 


We require something that is fit for humans — "m7 7" ja 
pry: The question is asked: If the permission to utilize upright 
boards surrounding a well is intended for animals alone, why 
must the water be suitable for humans? The answer is that in 
fact this permission occasionally applies to humans as well, 
as in the case of wide cisterns. While people can sometimes 
descend into a cistern to drink, animals cannot do so and must 
drink from a bucket or manger. Consequently, it is required to 
make use of such boards for their benefit. Nevertheless, the 
primary concern is for humans. 


HALAKHA 


Who is permitted to use the upright boards surrounding a 
well — nix ya ps nT mb: One is not permitted to rely on the 
upright boards surrounding a well for his own needs. Rather, 
he must descend into the well or cistern and drink, or erect a 
proper partition around it. However, if one cannot descend into 
the cistern, he is also permitted to draw from it for his own use 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:30). 
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The Gemara objects: Wasn't it taught as animal in one barai- 
ta, and wasn’t it taught as camel in the other baraita? The 
implication is that this law applies not only to camels, but to 
other animals as well. 


The Gemara answers: Were these two baraitot taught next to 
each other?" Had both of these baraitot been taught together, 
we would indeed expect the tanna not to teach the same law 
using different formulations. However, since these two barai- 
tot come from different sources, it is possible that one of the 
tanna’im referred to a camel with the generic term animal, and 
hence no proof can be brought from here. This same idea that 
a camel is different was also taught in another baraita: Rabbi 
Eliezer prohibits this in the case of a camel, since its neck 
is long. 


Rabbi Yitzhak bar Adda said: Upright boards surrounding 
wells were only permitted to Festival pilgrims.’ The Ge- 
mara raises a difficulty: Wasn’t it taught in a baraita that 
boards surrounding wells were permitted only for cattle?" 
The Gemara answers: What is the cattle mentioned here? It 
means the cattle of festival pilgrims. However, a person 


must climb up and climb down" into the well, and drink 
there. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Is that so? Is the allowance of 
upright boards for animals alone? Didn’t Rav Yitzhak say that 
Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: Upright boards sur- 
rounding wells were permitted only where the wells contain 
potable, running spring water? If the allowance is only for 
animals, what is the difference to me if it is spring water and 
what is the difference to me if it is collected water? Granted, 
collected water is inferior to spring water, but it is still suitable 
for animals to drink. The Gemara answers: We require some- 
thing that is fit for humans." 


The Gemara examines the baraita cited in the course of the 
previous discussion. Returning to the matter itself, the state- 
ment quoted above: Upright boards surrounding wells were 
permitted only for cattle, but a person must climb up and 
climb down into the well and drink there. But if the wells 
were too wide for him to climb, they are permitted for a 
person as well." A person may not fill a bucket with water 
and hold it before his animal on Shabbat, but he may fill it 
and pour it out into a trough, and the animal drinks of its 
own accord. 


Rav Anan strongly objects to this explanation: If so, what 
purpose do the boards surrounding a well serve? The Ge- 
mara immediately expresses its surprise: How can he ask what 
purpose do they serve? They allow people to draw water 
from the wells, which would otherwise be prohibited. 


Rather, Rav Anan’s question should be understood as follows: 
What purpose is served in requiring that the enclosed area 
be large enough for the cow’s head and most ofits body, if in 
any case the cow may not be given to drink straight from the 
bucket? 
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Abaye said: In fact, it is permitted to give the animal to drink in any 
manner in the area enclosed by the boards surrounding the well. With 
what are we dealing here? We are dealing with a special case, with a 
manger or trough that stands in the public domain, and is ten hand- 
breadths high and four handbreadths wide, i.e., it constitutes a pri- 
vate domain, and one end of it interposes into the area between the 
upright boards surrounding a well." In such a case, the Sages prohib- 
ited one to fill a bucket with water in the area enclosed by the upright 
boards and hold it before his animal; they were concerned that the 
manger might become damaged, and one might come to carry the 
bucket from the private domain into the public domain or vice versa 
while fixing the damaged manger. 


It is prohibited to walk more than two thousand cubits from a city on 
Shabbat. However, if there are small watchmen’s huts [burganin] 
outside the city that are relatively close together, they are considered 
part of the city, and consequently the two thousand cubit limit is 
measured from the last such hut. Rav Yirmeya bar Abba said that 
Rav said: The law with regard to these huts [burganin]" does not 
apply in Babylonia, nor does the allowance with regard to upright 
boards surrounding a well apply outside of Eretz Yisrael." 


The Gemara explains: The law with regard to huts does not apply in 
Babylonia because floods are common there; and since the huts are 
liable to be swept away by the floodwaters, they are not regarded as 
dwellings. The allowance with regard to upright boards surrounding 
a well does not apply outside of Eretz Yisrael, because yeshivot are 
not common there, and the allowance was only granted to those 
traveling for the sake of a mitzva such as Torah study. But we do say 
the opposite, i.e., we apply the law of huts outside of Eretz Yisrael 
and we apply the allowance of upright boards surrounding a well in 
Babylonia. 


The Gemara cites an alternative version of the previous discussion. 
Some say that Rav Yirmeya bar Abba said that Rav said: The laws 
with regard to huts and upright boards surrounding a well apply 
neither in Babylonia specifically, nor outside of Eretz Yisrael gener- 
ally. The Gemara explains: The law with regard to huts does not apply 
in Babylonia, because floods are common there. It also does not 
apply outside of Eretz Yisrael, because thieves who steal from such 
huts are common there; therefore, people do not regard the huts as 
dwellings." 


The allowance with regard to upright boards surrounding a well does 

not apply in Babylonia, because water is common there. Babylonia 
has many rivers and canals, and therefore wells are not essential there. 
Outside of Eretz Yisrael in general it also does not apply, because 
yeshivot are not common there. 


Rav Hisda said to Marei, son of Rav Huna, son of Rav Yirmeya bar 
Abba: People say that you walk from the city of Barnish to Daniel’s 
synagogue, which is a distance of three parasangs [parsei],'° 
Shabbat. Upon what do you rely? Do you rely on the huts located 
at the city’s outskirts that extend the Shabbat boundary toward the 
synagogue? Didn't your father’s father say in the name of Rav: The 
law of huts does not apply in Babylonia? 


HALAKHA 


A manger.. 


.one end of it interposes into the area between 


thereby end up carrying from one domain to another, as stated by 


the upright boards surrounding a well - pay DD WNN... — Abaye (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:32). 
wan: This is referring to the case of a feeding trough located in 


the public domain, with one end extending into the area between 
the upright boards surrounding a well. The manger is ten hand- 
breadths tall and four handbreadths wide, the size of a private 
domain. It is prohibited to fill the trough for his animal with water 
from the well, even inside the area enclosed by the upright boards, 
because he might fix the trough if he notices it is broken and 


Huts — paya: Watchmen’s huts, which are permanent dwellings 
located on the outskirts of a town, are regarded as part of the town 
with regard to measuring the Shabbat boundary. However, in a 
locale where thieves or floods are common, they are not taken into 
account, because they are not used as permanent dwellings (Beit 
Yosef, Tur; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 398:6). 


LANGUAGE 

Huts [burganin] — paa: Possibly from the German 
burg, meaning a fortress or small settlement; some 
say it derives from Greek. The word was used by Ro- 
man soldiers stationed as guards at various spots 
along the German border. From there it spread to 
other parts of the Roman Empire and to the language 
of the Sages. 


Parasang [parsa] - D9: Probably from the Greek 
Tapacayyngs, parasanges, which was borrowed from 
early Iranian languages.. 


BACKGROUND 

Huts [burganin] - paa: These huts were small 
watchmen's booths. Some of the huts were no more 
than temporary, flimsy booths, whereas others were 
well-built and served almost as military fortresses. 
Watchmen living in these huts were entrusted with 
guarding fields and delivering messages to military 
authorities. 


Burgan 


Three parasangs [parsei] - »D15 xn: A parsa 
is a distance of four mil. Converted into mod- 
ern measurements, three parsa is approximately 
11,480-14,000 meters or 7-8.5 miles. 


NOTES 


Babylonia and outside of Eretz Yisrael - baa 
Yy? yim: This halakhic statement, like many 
other sources, demonstrates that the Sages placed 
Babylonia in an intermediate level of sanctity and 
importance between Eretz Yisrael and other coun- 
tries. Babylonia’s large Jewish population, its many 
towns and villages where the majority of the inhab- 
itants were Jews, and its Torah learning and Torah 
academies, were some of the factors that raised 
Babylonia to a level above all other countries outside 
of Eretz Yisrael. 
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HALAKHA 
Ruins of towns — xn: This term connotes ruined 
houses. If they still have two walls and a roof or three 
walls even without a roof, they are regarded as part of 
the town with regard to measuring the Shabbat boundary 
(Tur, Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 398:6). 


NOTES 
This was stated by David but he did not explain it — f vas 
js xh) ‘111: The author of the Geon Ya'akov explains that 
Mari bar Mar states that a teaching can sometimes remain 
unclear for many generations, until a later generation 
successfully clarifies it. 


Its measure is longer than the earth - FT yga TNN: 
The point of this midrash is to teach the greatness of the 
Torah, which extends so far that the entire world and all 
its problems constitute only a tiny part of it. The various 
aspects of the Torah accented by the different prophets 
have been explained in many ways. One approach is that it 
refers to the four facets by which the Torah is expounded: 
The simple meaning, the homiletic interpretation, through 
creation and nature, and the hidden aspects (Maharsha). 


The punishment of the righteous - mp"t¥ bw pays: 
Another version reads: The punishment of the wicked. This 
latter reading is probably based on the fact that the verse: 
“It is a lamentation and they shall make lament with it; 
refers to the downfall of Pharaoh, which implies that it is 
dealing with the downfall of the wicked. The explanation 
of the verse according to the standard reading indeed 
presents difficulties (see Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto). 


A flying [afa] scroll - nov aan: Most commentaries 
explain that the word afa is from the Aramaic ayef, mean- 
ing double. Thus, an afa scroll is a double scroll (geonim 
and others). 
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Marei then went out and showed Rav Hisda certain ruins of 
towns" that were subsumed within a distance of seventy cubits 
and a remainder, two-thirds of a cubit, of each other. He relied 
upon the ruins, rather than upon the huts, to be permitted to walk 
the entire distance from Barnish to Daniel’s synagogue. 


Rav Hisda said: Mari bar Mar interpreted homiletically: What 
is the meaning of that which is written: “I have seen a limit to 
every purpose; but Your commandment is exceedingly broad” 
(Psalms 119:96)? This idea with regard to the breadth of the Torah 
was stated by David, but he did not explain it;" it was stated by 
Job, but he too did not explain it; it was stated by Ezekiel, but 
he also did not explain it, until Zechariah, son of Berechiah, son 
of Iddo, came and explained it. 


Rav Hisda explains: This idea was stated by David, but he did not 
explain it, as it is written: “I have seen a limit to every purpose; 
but Your commandment is exceedingly broad,” i.e., he stated 
that the Torah is exceedingly broad, but he did not explain how 
broad. And likewise this idea was stated by Job, but he too did 
not explain it, as it is written: “Its measure is longer than the 
earth" and broader than the sea” (Job 11:9). 


And similarly, it was stated by Ezekiel, but he also did not explain 
it, as it is written: “And He spread it,” the scroll, “before me, and 
it was written inside and outside; and in it was written lamen- 
tations, and melody [hegeh], and woe [vahi]” (Ezekiel 2:10). 


The Gemara explains: “Lamentations, this refers to the punish- 
ment of the righteous" in this world, and so it is stated: “It is a 

lamentation and they shall make lament with it” (Ezekiel 32:16). 

“And melody [hegeh],” this refers to the reward of the righteous 

in the World-to-Come, and the proof that this word is an expres- 
sion of joy is the verse that states: “Upon an instrument of ten 

strings, and upon the harp, to the melody [higayon] of a lyre” 
(Psalms 92:4). And “woe [vahi],” this is the punishment of the 

wicked in the World-to-Come, and so it states: “Calamity 

[hova] shall follow upon calamity” (Ezekiel 7:26). 


But nonetheless, Ezekiel did not explain the extent of the Torah, 
until Zechariah, son of Berechiah, son of Iddo, came and ex- 
plained it, as it is written: “And he said to me: What do you see? 

And I said: I see a flying [afa] scroll;" the length of it is twenty 

cubits, and the breadth of it is ten cubits” (Zechariah 5:2). Since 

the scroll was flying, the implication is that it had two equal sides, 
so that when you open it, it is twenty by twenty cubits. And it 

is written: “And it was written inside and outside,’ i.e., on both 

sides. And when you peel them apart and separate the two sides, 
how much is it? Its entire area amounts to forty by twenty cubits, 
or eight hundred of God's cubits. 


In order to determine the measure of God’s cubit, the Gemara 
cites a verse that describes the size of the span between God's 
thumb and little finger, in a manner of speaking. And it is written: 

“Who has measured the waters in the hollow of His hand, and 
meted out heaven with the span, and comprehended the dust of 
the earth in a measure” (Isaiah 40:12). If the entire world measures 
one square span, which is a quarter of one square cubit, we find 
according to this calculation that the entire world is one part in 
three thousand and two hundred of the Torah. 


And Rav Hisda further said: Mari bar Mar interpreted homi- 
letically: What is the meaning of that which is written: “The 
Lord showed me, and behold two baskets of figs were set before 
the temple of the Lord, after Nebuchadrezzar king of Babylon 
had carried away captive Jeconiah, son of Jehoiakim, the king of 
Judah, and the princes of Judah with the craftsmen and the smiths, 
from Jerusalem, and had brought them to Babylon. One basket 
[dud] had very good figs, like the figs 
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that are first ripe, and the other basket [dud] had very bad figs, 
so bad they could not be eaten” (Jeremiah 24:1-2). 


Good figs, these are the full-fledged righteous people; bad figs, 
these are the full-fledged wicked people. And lest you say that 
the hope of the wicked is lost and their prospect is void, the 
verse states, interpreting the word duda’im homiletically: “The 
baskets [duda’im] yield a fragrance” (Song of Songs 7:14), 
meaning that both of them, the righteous and the wicked, will 
eventually yield a fragrance. 


Rava interpreted the verse cited above homiletically as follows: 
What is the meaning of that which is written: “The mandrakes 
[duda’im] yield a fragrance, and at our doors are all manner of 
choice fruits, new and old, which I have laid up for you, O my 
beloved” (Song of Songs 7:14)? “The mandrakes [duda’im] 
yield a fragrance,” these are the young men of Israel who have 
never tasted the taste of sin. 


“And at our doors [petaheinu] are all manner of choice fruits 
[megadim],’ these are the daughters of Israel who inform [mag- 
gidot] their husbands about their passageway [pit’heihen], i.e., 
they tell them when they are menstruating. Another version of 
this interpretation is: They bind [ogedot] their passageway and 
save it for their husbands, and do not have relations with others. 


“New and old, which I have laid up for you, O my beloved,’ the 
Congregation of Israel said before the Holy One, Blessed be 
He, and continued: Master of the Universe, I have decreed 
many decrees upon myself through the enactments and ordi- 
nances of the Sages, more than what You decreed upon me in 
the Torah, and I have fulfilled them. These are the new laws 
which were added to the old ones stated in the Torah. 


It was related that Rav Hisda said to one of the Sages who would 
arrange the traditions of the aggada before him: Did you hear 
what the meaning of: New and old is? He said to him: These, the 
new, are the more lenient mitzvot, and these, the old, are the 
more stringent mitzvot. 


Rav Hisda said to him: This cannot be so, for was the Torah 
given on two separate occasions, i.e., were the more lenient and 
more stringent mitzvot given separately? Rather, these, the old, 
are mitzvot from the Torah, and these, the new, are from the 
Sages. 


Rava expounded another verse in similar fashion: What is the 
meaning of that which is written: “And more than these," my 
son, be careful: of making many books [sefarim] there is no end; 
and much study is a weariness of the flesh” (Ecclesiastes 12:12)? 
Myson, be careful to fulfill the words of the Sages [soferim] even 
more than the words of the Torah. For the words of the Torah 
include positive and negative commandments, and even with 
regard to the negative commandments, the violation of many of 
them is punishable only by lashes. Whereas with respect to the 
words of the Sages, anyone who transgresses the words of the 
Sages is liable to receive the death penalty," as it is stated: “And 
whoever breaches through a hedge, a snake shall bite him” (Eccle- 
siastes 10:8), taking hedges to refer metaphorically to decrees. 


Lest you say: If the words of the Sages are of substance and have 
such great importance, why were they not written in the Torah, 
therefore, the verse states: “Of making many books there is no 
end,” meaning that it is impossible to fully commit the Oral Torah 
to writing, as it is boundless. 


NOTES 


The mandrakes [duda’‘im] yield a fragrance - Dx T1777 
m9 1m2: This second interpretation of the verse refers to 
the usual sense of the word duda'im, as a fragrant plant 
(Maharsha). 


And more than these - mama aniy: Maharsha explains 
that this hints at the Torah itself, as is written a few verses 
earlier:"Words of truth written in proper form’ (Ecclesiastes 
12:10). 


Anyone who transgresses the words of the Sages — bs 
Dpi 137 by aaiyi: Some commentaries find support 
for this statement from the law of a rebellious elder. If a 
scholar refuses to accept one of the mitzvot of the Torah, 
he is not punished as a rebellious elder, but rather in ac- 
cordance with the transgression. However, a scholar who 
rules against the laws of the Sages of his generation or the 
words of the earlier Sages, is a rebellious Elder and liable to 
the death penalty (Maharatz Hayyut). 
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HALAKHA 

King Solomon instituted the ordinance of eiruv - 
pay jpn miw: King Solomon and his court 
instituted the rabbinic decree that one may not 
carry on Shabbat from one private domain into 
another private domain until an eiruv has been 
established between them (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 1:2). 
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What is the meaning of the words: “And much study [lahag] is a weari- 
ness of the flesh”?" Rav Pappa, son of Rav Aha bar Adda, said in the 

name of Rav Aha bar Ulla: This teaches that whoever mocks [malig] 

the words of the Sages will be sentenced to boiling excrement, which 

results from the weariness of the flesh of man. 


Rava strongly objects to this explanation: Is it written: Mock [la‘ag]? 
“Lahag” is the word that is written. Rather, the verse must be under- 
stood in the opposite manner: Whoever meditates [hogeh] upon them, 
the words of the Sages, experiences enjoyment as if it had the taste of 
meat. 


Concerning the significance of observing the words of the Sages, the 
Gemara relates: The Sages taught in a baraita: It once happened that 
Rabbi Akiva was incarcerated in a prison, and Rabbi Yehoshua 
HaGarsi would come to the prison to attend to his needs. Every day 
his disciples would bring him water in a measured quantity. One day 
the prison guard met Rabbi Yehoshua HaGarsi and said to him: The 
amount of your water today is more than usual; perhaps you need it in 
order to soften the walls and thus undermine the prison. He then 
poured out half the water, and gave him the other half to take in to 
Rabbi Akiva. 


When Rabbi Yehoshua came to Rabbi Akiva, and the latter saw the 
small amount of water he had brought, he said to him: Yehoshua, do 
you not know that I am old, and my life depends on your life? No 
one else brings me water, so if you bring me less than I need, my life is 
endangered. 


After Rabbi Yehoshua related to him the entire incident, Rabbi Akiva 
said to him: Give me water so that I may wash my hands. Rabbi Ye- 
hoshua said to him: The water that I brought will not suffice for drink- 
ing; how will it suffice for washing your hands? He said to him: What 
can I do; for transgressing the words of the Sages and eating without 
first washing hands one is liable to receive the death penalty. And if so, 
it is better that I should die my own death by thirst, rather than trans- 
gress the opinion of my colleagues who enacted that one must wash 
hands before eating. 


They said that he would not taste anything until Rabbi Yehoshua 
brought him water and he washed his hands. When the Sages heard 
about this, they said: If in his old age and weakened state he is still so 
meticulous in his observance of the mitzvot, how much more so must 
he have been in his youth. And if in prison he is so scrupulous in his 
behavior, how much more so must he have been when not in prison. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: At the time that King Solomon 
instituted the ordinances of eiruv of courtyards" and of washing hands" 
to purify them from their impurity, which are added safeguards to the 
words of the Torah, a Divine Voice emerged and said in his praise: “My 
son, if your heart is wise, My heart will be glad, even Mine” (Proverbs 
23:15). And it states with regard to him: “My son, be wise and make My 
heart glad, that I may respond to he who taunts Me” (Proverbs 27:11). 


The Gemara cites additional teachings that Rava interpreted homileti- 
cally: What is the meaning of that which is written: “Come, my be- 
loved, let us go forth into the field; let us lodge in the villages. Let us 
get up early to the vineyards; let us see if the vine has flowered, if the 
grape blossoms have opened, if the pomegranates are in flower; there 
will I give you my loves” (Song of Songs 7:12-13)? 


NOTES 


And much study is a weariness of the flesh — ny nayg amd 
wa: The Rambam states as follows in his Commentary on the 
Mishna: The Sages state that whoever mocks the words of the 
Sages will be sentenced to boiling excrement. There is no greater 
boiling excrement than the foolishness that induced him to mock 
the words of the Sages. You will find that the only person who 
dismisses their words is one who seeks after his lusts, and prefers 
his sensory pleasures, which do not incline his heart to anything 


enlightened. 


The ordinances of eiruv of courtyards and of washing hands — 
op noon parvy mpn: In the Sefer Mitzvot Gadol, based on Rav Hai 
Gaon, it is explained that the period of King Solomon was the first 
appropriate time for instituting these decrees. The rationale is based 
on the Gemara at the end of Chapter One, where it is taught that 
neither the joining of courtyards [eiruvin] nor the washing of hands 
need be observed at a time of war. Until King Solomon's days there 
were constant wars, and as a man of peace he was the first who could 
establish these institutions and safeguards. 
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With regard to the words: “Come, my beloved, let us go 
forth into the field,” the Congregation of Israel said before 
the Holy One, Blessed be He: Master of the Universe, do 
not judge me like those who reside in large cities where 
there is robbery and licentiousness, and vain oaths and 
false oaths, but rather: “Let us go forth into the field,’ 
come and I will show You Torah scholars who work the 
land but nonetheless engage in Torah study, in poverty and 
in distress. 


With regard to the words, “Let us lodge in the villages,” 
do not read the phrase as: In the villages [bakefarim], 
but rather as: By the deniers [ bakoferim], meaning, come 

and I will show You the nations of the world, whom You 

showered with good, but yet they have denied You. 


“Let us get up early to the vineyards,” these are the syna- 
gogues and houses of study. “Let us see if the vine has 
flowered,” these are the masters of Bible, who are proficient 
in the first stage of Torah study. “If the grape blossoms have 
opened,” these are the masters of Mishna. “If the pome- 
granates are in flower,” these are the masters of Gemara. 
“There will I give you my loves,’ means I will show You 
my glory and my greatness, the praise of my sons and 
daughters, how they adhere to sanctity. 


The Gemara expounds further concerning King Solomon. 
Rav Hamnuna said: What is the meaning of that which is 

written: “And he spoke three thousand proverbs, and his 

poems were a thousand and five” (1 Kings 5:12)? This teach- 
es that Solomon pronounced three thousand proverbs for 
each and every word of the Torah, and one thousand and 

five reasons for each and every word of the Scribes. 


Rava also taught: What is the meaning of that which is 

written: “And besides being wise, Koheleth also taught the 

people knowledge; and he weighed, and sought out, and 

set in order many proverbs” (Ecclesiastes 12:9). Rava inter- 
preted homiletically: He taught the people knowledge, 
meaning he taught it with the accentuation marks in the 

Torah, and he explained each matter by means of something 
similar to it. 


With regard to: “And he weighed [izzen], and sought out," 
and set in order many proverbs,’ Ulla said that Rabbi 
Eliezer said: At first the Torah was like a basket without 
handles [oznayim], until Solomon came and made 
handles for it. By means of his explanations and proverbs 
he enabled each person to understand and take hold of 
the Torah, fulfill its mitzvot, and distance himself from trans- 
gressions. 


With regard to the verse, “His head is as the most fine gold, 
his locks [kevutzotav] are wavy [taltalim], and black as a 
raven” (Song of Songs 5:11), Rav Hisda said that Mar Ukva 
said: This teaches that it is possible to expound from each 
and every stroke [kotz] of the letters in the Torah mounds 
upon mounds [tilei tilim] of laws. 


Black [shehorot] as a raven [orev] means: In whom do you 
find the words of Torah? In him 


NOTES 


And he weighed and sought out — 3pm px: Rashi explains (Ye- King Solomon provided the Torah with handles, in a manner of 
vamot 21a) that before the time of King Solomon the Torah was speaking, by means of his proverbs and explanations, so that 
difficult to understand, due to a lack of suitable explanations. everyone could understand it. 
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Perek II 
Daf22 Amuda 


BACKGROUND 

Rushes [kurmei] — "311p: The identity of the kurmei men- 
tioned here is unclear. However, one explanation is that it 
refers to the Glyceria fluitans plant, a perennial that grows 
in marshy areas. It can grow up to a meter in height, and 
the length of its leaves can reach 10 cm. The stalk of this 
plant is juicy and is even suitable for human consumption, 
although it is generally utilized only as quality animal fod- 
der. Its seeds are used to make porridge. For many years 
the seeds were a valuable commodity. 


Rushes 


—— NOTES 

As it were [kivyakhol] - bias: Rashi offers a variety of 
meanings for this common expression in the different 
places it is used in the Gemara. In one instance he explains 
hat it means that we are forced to say it in this way, as 
if were possible to express this statement. Elsewhere he 
explains this word by stating: It is stated with regard to 
he Holy One, Blessed be He, in the way it would be stated 
with regard to a person, as if it were possible to say sucha 
hing. The word has also been expounded homiletically as 
ollows: The Torah, which was given using the twenty-two 
kaf-bet] letters of the Hebrew alphabet, can [yakhol] say 
such a thing, but we mortals may not say it (Hi/khot Olam 
by Rabbi Yosef Karo). 
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who, for the Torah’s sake, gets up early in the morning [shahar] 
and stays late in the evening [erev] in the study hall. Rabba said: 
In him who, for the Torah’s sake, blackens his face like a raven, 
i.e., who fasts and deprives himself for the sake of Torah study. 


Rava said: In him who makes himself cruel to his sons and 
other members of his household like a raven for the sake of 
Torah. This was the case with Rav Adda bar Mattana, who was 
about to go to the study hall to learn Torah, and his wife said to 
him: What shall I do for your children? How shall I feed them 
in your absence? He said to her: Are all the rushes [kurmei]® in 
the marsh already gone? If there is no other bread, let them eat 
food prepared from rushes. 


The Gemara proceeds to interpret a different verse homiletically: 
“And He repays them that hate Him to His face to destroy them; 
He will not be slack to him that hates Him, He will repay him to 
his face” (Deuteronomy 7:10). Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: 
Were the verse not written in this manner, it would be impos- 
sible to utter it, in deference to God, for it could be understood, 
as it were," like a person who bears a burden on his face, and 
wishes to throw it off. Written slightly differently, the verse could 
have been understood as implying that God is unable, as it were, 
to bear the situation, but must punish the wicked immediately. 


With regard to the words “He shall not be slack to him that hates 
Him,” Rabbi Ila said: He will not be slack in bringing punish- 
ment to him that hates Him, but He will be slack in rewarding 
those who are absolutely righteous, as the reward of the righ- 
teous does not arrive immediately, but only in the World-to-Come. 


And that is what Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: What is the 
meaning of that which is written: “And you shall keep the com- 
mandments, and the statutes, and the judgments which I com- 
mand you today to do them” (Deuteronomy 7:11)? It means: 
Today is the time to do them, in this world, and tomorrow is not 
the time to do them, as there is no obligation or opportunity to 
fulfill mitzvot in the World-to-Come. Furthermore, it means: 
Today is the time to do them, but only tomorrow, in the ultimate 
future, is the time to receive reward for doing them. 


Ina similar vein, Rabbi Haggai said, and some say it was Rabbi 
Shmuel bar Nahmani: What is the meaning of that which is 
written: “And the Lord passed by before him, and proclaimed: 
The Lord, the Lord, merciful and gracious, long-suffering [erekh 
appayim], and abundant in love and truth” (Exodus 34:6)? Why 
does it say “erekh appayim,” using a plural form? It should have 
said erekh af, using the singular form. 


What this means is that God is long-suffering in two ways: He is 
long-suffering toward the righteous, i.e., He delays payment of 
their reward; and He is also long-suffering toward the wicked, 
i.e, He does not punish them immediately. 


The mishna stated that Rabbi Yehuda says: The area may be ex- 
panded up to an area of two beit sea, an area of five thousand 
square cubits. A dilemma was raised before the Sages in clarifica- 
tion of this statement: Did he speak of the area of the cistern itself 
and that enclosed by the upright boards, that the total area en- 
closed by the upright boards may be expanded up to, but may not 
exceed, an area of two beit sea? Or perhaps he spoke of the area 
of the cistern without that enclosed by the upright boards, that 
the cistern itself may be expanded up to an area of two beit sea? 
In that case, the total area enclosed by the boards could exceed an 
area of two beit sea. 
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The underlying rationale of each side of this dilemma is as follows: 
Does one fix his eyes on his cistern, keeping in mind that the 
partition is made because of it, and therefore, since the area of the 
cistern is not greater than an area of two beit sea, we do not decree 
lest he come to carry also in an enclosure [karpef], an enclosed 
storage space behind the house that was not originally surrounded 
by a fence for the purpose of residence, even when it is more than 
an area of two beit se‘a? 


Or perhaps a person fixes his eyes on his partition, and does not 
pay attention to the cistern, but only to the area enclosed by the 
partition. And in this case we do decree, lest he come to confuse 
this case with that of a karpef that is larger than an area of two beit 
sea, and come to carry there, because of the similarity between 
them. 


In order to resolve this question, the Gemara cites a proof: Come 
and hear what was taught in a baraita: How close may the boards 
be to the well? They may be as close as the length of the head and 
most of the body ofa cow. And how far may they be from the well? 
The enclosed area may be expanded even to the area of a beit kor 
and even two beit kor, provided that one adds more upright boards 
or increases their size so as to reduce the size of the gaps between 
them. Rabbi Yehuda says: Up to an area of two beit sea, it is per- 
mitted to enclose the area in this manner; more than an area of 
two beit se‘a, it is prohibited. 


The other Rabbis said to Rabbi Yehuda: Do you not concede with 
regard to a pen, a stable, a backyard, and a courtyard, that even 
one the size of five beit kor and even of ten beit kor is permitted 
for use? 


Rabbi Yehuda said to them: A distinction can be made between 
the cases, for this, the wall surrounding the pen, the stable or the 
yard, is a proper partition, and hence it is permitted to carry in 
them even if they are more than an area of two beit sea. However, 
these are only upright boards, and they only allow one to carry if 
the area they enclose is not more than an area of two beit se'a. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: A cistern the length of two beit 
sea by the width of two beit sea‘ is permitted, and they only said 
to distance the upright boards from the cistern as much as the 
length of the head and most of the body of a cow. 


The Gemara tries to draw an inference from this baraita: From the 
fact that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar spoke only of the cistern itself 
and not of the upright boards, we can infer that Rabbi Yehuda 
spoke of both the cistern itself and the area enclosed by the up- 
right boards. The Gemara rejects this argument: It is not so. When 
Rabbi Yehuda said that the area may be expanded up to an area of 
two beit sea, he was, in fact, speaking of the area of the cistern 
without that which is enclosed by the upright boards. 


The Gemara asks: If so, that is exactly what Rabbi Shimon ben 
Elazar said. The Gemara answers: There is a practical halakhic 
difference between them in a case where the enclosed area is long 
and narrow. Rabbi Yehuda permits using it, whereas Rabbi Shimon 
ben Elazar requires that the area be square. 


The Gemara adds: Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar stated a principle: 
With regard to any enclosed space that is used as a dwelling," such 
asa pen, a stable, a backyard, or a courtyard, even if it lacks a roof 
and even if the structure has the area of five beit kor and even ten 
beit kor, it is permitted to carry in it. 


And with regard to any dwelling that is used for the space outside 
it, i.e, whose partitions were arranged not so that it could be lived 
in, but for the sake of the field or yard outside, such as field huts, 
if its area was two beit sea, it is permitted to carry in it; but if its 
area was more than two beit se4a, it is prohibited to do so. 


NOTES 

An area of two beit se'a by two beit se'a - DNND m3 
DnD Mar: The Ra'avad explains that Rabbi Shi- 
mon ben Elazar maintains that the area between the 
boards surrounding a well can be an area of four beit 
sea, but most commentaries reject this explanation. 
Nevertheless, even according to the interpretation 
that the reference in this context is to a square with 
an area of two beit se‘a, it should be noted that the 
terminology is imprecise. 


HALAKHA 

An enclosed space that is used as a dwelling - 11% 
ap swrnwnw: If an area was not initially surrounded 
by a fence for the purpose of residence, and its area 
is greater than two beit sea, it is prohibited to carry in 
it. However, if it was initially enclosed for the purpose 
of residence, then one is permitted to carry in it, even 
if its area is larger than two beit sea (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 358:1). 
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HALAKHA 

A path of the public domain passing through the 
upright boards surrounding a well - ppan pa O31 JY: 
If a path of the public domain passes through the upright 
boards surrounding a well, it is not necessary to divert 
the path to one of the sides, as the partition is valid even 
if many people pass through it, in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 17:33). 


BACKGROUND 
A path of the public domain passing between the 
upright boards surrounding a well - p37 Jina J17: If 
a path passes between the upright boards surrounding a 
well, Rabbi Yehuda rules that it should be diverted to one 
of the sides, as illustrated below along the shaded path. 


Diversion of a public domain path 


NOTES 
Jerusalem and its partitions - pnis move: Be- 
cause the public passes through ‘Jerusalem from every 
direction, it is as though the city has no walls around it; 


it is considered as not having even two proper partitions 
(Tosafot; Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi). 


The contradiction between statements of Rabbi Ye- 
huda - A397 929 9374 APNEA: In the Jerusalem Talmud 
there are Sages who state that the positions must be 
reversed in the Tosefta. Other Sages explain that Rabbi 
Yehuda's permission in the case of two proper partitions 
applies only to a karmelit, but not to a full-fledged public 
domain. 


A nominal set of four partitions - niwm yaq% ow: The 
question arises: If a side post has the status of a partition, 
then two proper partitions and two side posts would also 
constitute four partitions. One answer is that these Sages 
are of the opinion that a side post is merely to provide a 
conspicuous distinction and does not have the status of 
a partition at all (Rashba). 
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MI S H N A Rabbi Yehuda says: If the path of the public 


domain passes through the area of the upright 
boards surrounding a well and obstructs it, one must divert the 
path to the sides, so that the public will circumvent the enclosed area; 
otherwise, the partition is invalid and the enclosed area cannot be 
regarded as a private domain. And the Rabbis say: One need not 
divert the path of the public domain, for the partition is valid even if 


many people pass through it. 

G E M A Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Elazar both said: 
Here, the Rabbis informed you of the 

strength of partitions; although a path of the public domain passes 

through the partitions and the partitions do not constitute effective 

barriers, they are still strong enough to allow one to carry. 


The Gemara wishes to clarify the meaning of Rabbi Yohanan’s state- 
ment: Did he mean here that the Rabbis expressed this idea, and he 
agrees with them that a public thoroughfare does not invalidate a 
partition? Didn’t Rabba bar bar Hana say that Rabbi Yohanan said: 
With regard to Jerusalem, even though it is walled, were it not for the 
fact that its doors are locked at night, one would be liable for car- 
rying in it on Shabbat because its thoroughfares are regarded as the 
public domain?" Apparently, Rabbi Yohanan maintains that a parti- 
tion is not strong enough to overcome the passage of many people. 


Rather, Rabbi Yohanan’s statement must be understood as follows: 
Here, the Rabbis expressed this idea, although he does not agree with 
them. 


The Gemara raised a contradiction between this statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda and another statement of Rabbi Yehuda, and raised a con- 
tradiction between this statement of the Rabbis and another state- 
ment of the Rabbis. 


The other statements are as it was taught in the Tosefta: Furthermore, 
Rabbi Yehuda said: If one had two houses on the two sides of the 
public domain, and he wishes to carry from one house to the other 
on Shabbat via the public domain, he may place a side post from here, 
perpendicular to the public domain, and an additional side post from 
here, on the other side of the public domain, or he may place a cross 
beam from here, from one end of one house to the end of the house 
opposite it, and another cross beam from here, from the other side 
of the house, and carry objects and place them in the area between 
them because the two added partitions turn the area in the middle 
into a private domain. The Rabbis said to him: One cannot make the 
public domain fit for carrying by means of an eiruv in this manner, 
i.e., by means ofa side post alone, when many people continue to walk 
through the public thoroughfare in the middle. 


Consequently, there is a contradiction between one statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda and the other statement of Rabbi Yehuda," and there 
is also a contradiction between one statement of the Rabbis and the 
other statement of the Rabbis. 


The Gemara answers: Between one statement of Rabbi Yehuda and 
the other statement of Rabbi Yehuda there is no contradiction, be- 
cause one can differentiate between them. There, in the case of the 
two houses, there are two proper partitions, for the houses are real 
partitions, and two partitions suffice to establish a separate domain. 
However, here, in the case of the upright boards, there are not two 
proper partitions, for the upright boards are not real partitions. 


Between one statement of the Rabbis and the other statement of the 
Rabbis there is also no contradiction, as here, with regard to the 
upright boards, there is a nominal set of four partitions;‘ on all four 
sides side there are at least two cubits of some form of partition, so 
the cistern is regarded as enclosed by four partitions. However, there, 
with regard to the two houses, there is not a nominal set of four 
partitions. 
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Rabbi Yitzhak bar Yosef said that Rabbi Yohanan said: In Eretz 
Yisrael one is not liable for carrying in the public domain. Rav 
Dimi sat and recited this halakha. Abaye said to Rav Dimi: What 
is the reason underlying this ruling? 


If you say this law because Eretz Yisrael is surrounded by the Lad- 
der of Tyre’ on one side and the slope of Gader’ on the other side, 
each formation being over ten handbreadths high and constituting 
a valid partition, then Babylonia, which is also surrounded by the 
Euphrates River on one side and the Tigris River on the other side, 
should not be considered a public domain either. Moreover, the 
entire world is also surrounded by the ocean, and therefore there 
should be no public domain anywhere in the world." Rather, per- 
haps you spoke of the ascents and descents of Eretz Yisrael," which 
are not easy to traverse and hence should not have the status of a 
public domain? 


Rav Dimi said to him: Man of great skull, i.e., man of distinction, I 
saw your head" between the pillars of the study hall when Rabbi 
Yohanan taught this halakha, meaning you grasped the meaning 
as though you actually were present in the study hall and heard the 
statement from Rabbi Yohanan himself. 


It was also stated that when Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael he said 
that Rabbi Yohanan said, and some say it was Rabbi Abbahu who 
said that Rabbi Yohanan said: In the case of the ascents and de- 
scents of Eretz Yisrael, one is not liable for carrying in the public 
domain, because they are not like the banners in the desert. To 
be regarded as a public domain, a place must be similar to the area 
in which the banners of the tribes of Israel passed in the desert, i.e., 
it must be level and suitable for the passage of large numbers of 
people. 


Rahava raised a dilemma before Rava: In the case of a mound that 
rises to a height of ten handbreadths within four cubits, thereby 
fulfilling the conditions that create a private domain, but many 
people traverse it, is one liable for carrying in the public domain 
or is one not liable? 


The Gemara explains: According to the opinion of the Rabbis, this 
should not be a dilemma for you. Just as there, with regard to the 
upright boards surrounding a well, where the use of the public 
domain is convenient, the Rabbis say that the public does not 
come and invalidate the partition; here, where its use is inconve- 
nient due to the slope, all the more so should the mound be con- 
sidered partitioned off as a private domain, and the passage of the 
public should not invalidate it. 


NOTES 


The natural boundaries of the world - obiya DL: In the 
Jerusalem Talmud Reish Lakish is quoted as arguing that because 
of the natural boundaries of the world, such as the mountains 
and rivers, there are currently no public domains. Only in the 
future will there be public domains, when “every valley shall 


(Isaiah 40:4). 

The question discussed in this context can also be approached 
rom a different angle: Why shouldn't the mountains or rivers, in 
act, serve as partitions, since in various cases the seashore or 
he banks of a river do have the status of partitions? The Ritva 


be raised up, and every mountain and hill shall be made low” 


suggests that mountains and rivers are ineffective as partitions 
in Shabbat law if they are so far away that one does not think of 
himself as placed within their perimeter. 


| saw your head — wh mn: Some commentaries (see 
Tosafot) explain that Abaye’s head, meaning his teacher, 
Rabba, was present when Rabbi Yohanan made this state- 
ment. Some commentaries ask, based on this understand- 
ing, why Abaye is asking Rav Dimi about this matter when 
he could cite his explanation from Rabba in the name of 
Rabbi Yohanan (Rashba). 


from the publisher 


BACKGROUND 


The Ladder of Tyre - ix xoy: Nowadays the Ladder of 
Tyre is called Rosh HaNikra, a series of steep cliffs along the 
seacoast in the northern part of Eretz Yisrael. The boulders 
of the Ladder of Tyre form a kind of wall located on one 
side of the country. 


Portion of Rosh HaNikra known as the Foot of the Elephant 


The slope of Gader - 7737 xamma: The slope of Gader 
refers to the steep slope from the heights on the eastern 
side of the Jordan River and the Gilead region toward the 
Sea of Galilee. The marked difference in height, together 
with the steepness of the slope, creates the impression 
of a huge wall of rock situated on the eastern side of the 
Sea of Galilee and the Jordan River. This forms a second 
partition to the east of Eretz Yisrael. 


View ofthe Sea of Galilee facing east 


HALAKHA 
The ascents and descents of Eretz Yisrael - nibyn 
bew ywaw nitya: Any area that the masses cannot 
easily traverse is not a public domain. Rather, it is a karmelit, 
in accordance with Rabbi Yohanan’s statement with re- 
gard to the ascents and descents of Eretz Yisrael (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345114). 
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Where there should be a dilemma for you is according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. What is the halakha? Does he maintain 
his position only there, because the use of the public domain is 
convenient, whereas here, where its use is inconvenient, he too 
would agree that the public does not come and invalidate the 
partition? Or perhaps there is no difference? Rava said to 
Rahava: In sucha case, one is liable for carrying in a public domain. 


Rahava asked him: And do you issue this ruling even in the case 
ofa slope that is so steep that in order to climb it one must ascend 
it by means of a rope? He said to him: Yes. He asked him further: 
And even in the case of the ascents of Beit Meron, which are 
exceedingly steep? He said to him: Yes. 


Rahava raised an objection to Rava’s opinion from the Tosefta: A 
courtyard that was properly surrounded by partitions, into which 
many people enter on this side and exit on that other side, is 
treated like the public domain with regard to ritual impurity, so 
that in cases of doubt, the person is considered ritually pure, as 
uncertainty concerning ritual impurity only renders a person im- 
pure in an area defined as a private domain; however, it is still 
treated like the private domain with regard to Shabbat. 


He proceeds to clarify the Tosefta: Who is the author of this state- 
ment? If you say it was the Rabbis, there is a difficulty: Just as 
there, with regard to the upright boards surrounding a well, where 
the use of the public domain is convenient, the Rabbis say that 
the public does not come and invalidate the partition; here, in 
the case of the courtyard, where its use as a path for a public do- 
main is inconvenient, all the more so should they say that the 
passage of many people does not invalidate the partition and there- 
fore there would be no need to discuss this case. 


Rather, is it not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? 
This indicates that even Rabbi Yehuda differentiates between dif- 
ferent paths in the public domain. 


Rava replied: No; actually, you can explain that this Tosefta was 
taught in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. As to the 
question raised with regard to the novelty of this case according 
to their approach, it was necessary for them to teach us that such 
a courtyard is treated like the public domain with regard to ritu- 
al impurity, even though it is considered a private domain with 
respect to Shabbat. 


Rahava attempts to cite a proof again, this time from a mishna: 
Come and hear the following teaching: Alleyways that open in 
cisterns, ditches or caves constitute the private domain with 
regard to Shabbat and the public domain with regard to ritual 
impurity. 


The Gemara first clarifies the wording of the mishna: Should it 
enter your mind to say that the correct reading is in cisterns 
[baborot]; is it possible to speak of alleyways that open inside 
cisterns? Rather, it should be corrected as follows: Alleyways that 
open out into cisterns [laborot] constitute the private domain 
with regard to Shabbat and the public domain with regard to 
ritual impurity. 


Rahava proceeds to clarify the matter: Who is the author of this 
mishna? Now, if you say it is the Rabbis, there is a difficulty: Just 
as there, with regard to the upright boards surrounding a well, 
where the use of the public thoroughfare is convenient, the Rab- 
bis say that the public does not come and invalidate the partition; 
here, in the case of an alleyway, where its use as a public thorough- 
fare is inconvenient, all the more so should they say that the 
passage of many people does not invalidate the partition, and so 
there was no need to discuss this case. Rather, isn’t it in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? 
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Rava refutes this argument: No; actually, you can explain that this 
mishna was taught in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. It 
does present a novel teaching, as it was necessary for them to teach 
us that such an alleyway has the status of the public domain with 
regard to ritual impurity. Although it is not a convenient place to 
cross, it is considered a public domain with respect to impurity, 
since many people are found there. 


Once again Rahava attempts to cite a proof from a mishna: Come 
and hear the following teaching: The paths of Beit Gilgul,"’ which 
are difficult to traverse, and similar ones have the status of the 
private domain with regard to Shabbat, and that of the public 
domain with regard to ritual impurity. 


The Gemara asks: And what paths are like the paths of Beit Gilgul? 
The school of Rabbi Yannai say: This is any path in which a slave 
[eved] is unable’ to take up a se'a of wheat by hand and run before 
an officer [sardeyot],' despite his fear of him. 


Rahava proceeds to clarify the issue: Who is the author of this 
mishna? Now, if you say it is the Rabbis, there is a difficulty: Just 
as there, with regard to the upright boards surrounding a well, 
where the use of the public thoroughfare is convenient, the Rabbis 
say that the public does not come and invalidate the partition; 
here, in the case of the paths of Beit Gilgul, where their use as a 
public pathway is inconvenient, all the more so should they say 
that the passage of many people does not invalidate the partitions. 
Rather, is it not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? 


Rava said to him: Did you say the paths of Beit Gilgul? Joshua, 
who conquered the land and divided it among the tribes, was a 
lover of Israel. He rose up and established roads and highways 
for them; any place that was convenient to use he handed over to 
the public, and any place that was inconvenient to use he handed 
over to an individual.’ Therefore, the roads of Eretz Yisrael, which 
like the paths of Beit Gilgul are not easy to use, have the status of a 
private domain. However, there is no general rule in other places 
that roads that are difficult to traverse do not have the status of a 
public domain. 


MI S HNA In the case of a public cistern containing 


collected water, as well as a public well con- 
taining spring water, and even a private well, one may arrange 
upright boards around them in order to allow one to carry in the 
enclosed area, as delineated above. 


But in the case of a private cistern, there are two deficiencies: It 
belongs to an individual, and it does not contain spring water. Con- 
sequently, it is impossible to permit drawing from it on Shabbat by 
means of boards set up in the corners; rather, one must construct 
for it a proper partition ten handbreadths high; this is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Akiva. 


Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava says: One may arrange upright boards 
only for a public well." But for the others, that is, a public cistern 
or a private well, one must set up a belt," i.e., a partition consisting 
of ropes, ten handbreadths high. Such an arrangement creates a 
proper partition based on the principle of lavud, namely, that solid 
surfaces with gaps between them smaller than three handbreadths 
are considered joined. 


HALAKHA 


The permissibility of upright boards surrounding a well - 1171 
Dix Va 3: The permission to utilize upright boards surrounding 
a well applies only to a public well of spring water, as the Gemara 
stated that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda ben Bava (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:30). 


Belt — Aan: On Shabbat, water may not be drawn from cisterns 


and wells unless some form of proper partition is constructed 
around them, as they are not included in the permission to use 
upright boards. An example of a proper partition is a series of 
ropes rising to ten handbreadths high and separated from one 
another by less than three handbreadths. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:31). 


NOTES 
Beit Gilgul - babs Iva: Most commentaries explain 
that Beit Gilgul refers to a very steep place. Other com- 
mentaries state that it is a mountain that cannot be 
climbed by a straight path, but only via paths that wind 
around the mountain (Rav Ya'akov Emden). A variant 
reading of Beit Gilgul as Beit Gadgad explicitly indicates 
that it is a place containing partitions, inclines [gedu- 
dim] and descents (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


In which a slave [eved] is unable -biv Taya pxw: The 
geonim had a different reading: In which one passing 
by [over] is unable, meaning that none of the passersby 
can run along this path. 


He handed over to an individual — vr) mora: The 
individual who was granted control of such a path 
could block the path and construct partitions on each 
side. Consequently, even if such a place is not currently 
enclosed by partitions, it is not considered a public do- 
main; rather, it has the status of a karmelit (see Rashba). 


BACKGROUND 

Beit Gilgul — bubs 2: Beit Gilgul may refer to a place 
in the Judean mountains called Beit HaGilgal in the 
Bible (see Nehemiah 12:29). According to the descrip- 
tions of the place in the Books of the Maccabees and 
in Josephus, it appears that the settlement was built 
on a rocky cliff and was accessible only by means of a 
narrow and very steep path. It is likely that this name 
was applied to any steep and difficult path. 


LANGUAGE 
Officer [sardeyot] - virt: From the Greek 
otpatiwtng, stratyotés, meaning a military man or an 
officer. 
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NOTES 

Near the town — wy TD: According to most commen- 
taries, near means within two thousand cubits, the Shabbat 
limit, although some commentaries rule that it must be 
within a little more than seventy cubits (Meir). The rationale 
is that if the enclosed area is close to a place of residence, 
it resembles a garden and a courtyard near a person's resi- 
dence, which grants it the status of an area enclosed for the 
purpose of residence. 


Even if it has none - nn 7a px yon: Many old texts have 
the following version: Even ifit only has one of these. This 
version is problematic, because it implies that a cistern or 
something similar is required, which is the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda ben Bava. The explanation given for this is that Rabbi 
Akiva means that any one of the conditions stipulated by 
Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava is required: The size of the area, or 
that it be enclosed for the sake of dwelling, or that it contain 
a residential house or something similar (Rashba). 


| heard from Rabbi Eliezer - why saya AyAW: In the stan- 
dard Vilna edition of the Talmud, the mishna quotes Rabbi 
Elai saying that he heard the statement from Rabbi Elazar. 
The Gemara below (26b) refers to the tanna from whom 
Rabbi Elai heard the statement as Rabbi Eliezer. This version 
of the mishna, Rabbi Eliezer, is found in virtually all other 
editions of the Talmud. In an attempt to preserve both tradi- 
tions, the Hebrew mishna reflects the version that appears in 
the Vilna edition and its translation reflects the version that 
appears in the Gemara and the other editions. 


HALAKHA 


An area enclosed not for the purpose of residence — 7x92 
TPI Aa pew: It is permitted to carry in an enclosed area, 
even if it was not enclosed for the purpose of residence, 
provided it is not larger that the area of two beit se‘a, or about 
five thousand square cubits, even if its shape is not square. 
This is in accordance with the opinions of Rabbi Akiva and 
Rabbi Yosei, as the Gemara states that the halakha follows 
their opinions (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 358:1). 
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G E M A Rav Yosef said that Rav Yehuda said that 

Shmuel said: The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava. And Rav 
Yosef also said that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: Upright 
boards surrounding a well were permitted only in the case of a 
well containing potable, running spring water. 


The Gemara comments: And it was necessary to cite both of 
these statements, even though their content appears to be the 
same. As had he taught us only that the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava that upright boards 
may only be set arranged for a well, I would have said that with 
regard to water belonging to the public, upright boards are per- 
mitted not only in the case of spring water, but even in the case of 
water collected in a cistern. 


And that which was taught: One may only arrange boards for a 
public well, that was to exclude the opinion of Rabbi Akiva that 
upright boards may be arranged even for a private well, but not to 
allow us to infer that boards may not be arranged for a public 
cistern filled with collected water. Therefore, Shmuel teaches us 
that boards surrounding a well were permitted only in the case 
of a well of spring water. 


And in the opposite direction, had he taught us that upright 
boards may only be arranged for a well containing potable, run- 
ning spring water, I would have said that there is no difference 
whether it is a public well and there is no difference whether it 
is a private well. Shmuel therefore teaches us that the halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava, who 
says that upright boards may be arranged only for a public well, 
but not for one that belongs to an individual. 


MI SHNA furthermore, Rabbi Yehuda ben 


Bava said: With regard to a garden or a 
karpef, an enclosed courtyard used for storage, that is not more 
than seventy cubits and a remainder, a little more, as will be 
explained below, by seventy cubits and a remainder, and is sur- 
rounded bya wall ten handbreadths high, one may carry inside 
it, as it constitutes a proper private domain. This is provided that 
it contains a watchman’s booth or a dwelling place, or it is near 
the town" in which its owner lives, so that he uses it and it is 
treated like a dwelling. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: This is not necessary, for even if it contains 
only a water cistern, an elongated water ditch, or a cave, i.e., a 
covered pit containing water, one may carry inside it, as the water 
bestows upon it the status of a dwelling. Rabbi Akiva says: Even 
if it has none of these" one may carry inside it, provided that it 
measures not more than seventy cubits and a remainder by 
seventy cubits and a remainder." 


Rabbi Eliezer says: If its length is greater than its breadth, even 
by one cubit, one may not carry inside it, even though its total 
area does not exceed an area of two beit sea, because in an area 
that was enclosed not for the purpose of residence, carrying is 
only permitted if the area is perfectly square. Rabbi Yosei says: 
Even if its length is double its breadth, one may carry inside it, 
and there is no need to be particular about a square shape. 


Rabbi Elai said: I heard from Rabbi Eliezer’ that one is permit- 
ted to carry in a garden or karpef, even if the garden is an area of 
a beit kor, i.e., thirty times larger than the area of a beit se‘a. 
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Incidentally, he adds: And I also heard from him another halakha: 
If one of the residents of a courtyard forgot and did not join in 
an eiruv with the other residents when they established an eiruv, and 
on Shabbat he ceded ownership of his part in the courtyard to the 
other residents, then it is prohibited for him, the one who forgot 
to establish an eiruv, to bring in objects or take them out from his 
house to the courtyard; however, it is permitted to them, the 
other residents, to bring objects from their houses to that person's 
house via the courtyard, and vice versa. We do not say that the 
failure of one resident to join in the eiruv nullifies the validity of the 
eiruv for the entire courtyard. 


And I also heard from him another halakha, that one may fulfill 
his obligation to eat bitter herbs on Passover with arkablin, a 
certain bitter herb. With regard to all three rulings, I circulated 
among all of Rabbi Eliezer’s disciples, seeking a colleague” who 
had also heard these matters from him, but I could not find one. 


The Gemara first analyzes the wording of 
GEMARA bim i 


this mishna: What was taught previously, 
that the tanna teaches in this mishna: And furthermore" Rabbi 
Yehuda ben Bava said, which implies a continuation of the previous 
mishna? 


If you say that because he first taught one stringency concerning 
the upright boards surrounding a well, and then he teaches an- 
other stringency" about an enclosure, and for that reason the tanna 
of the mishna teaches: And furthermore, then there is a difficulty. 
Didn't Rabbi Yehuda also teach one stringency and then teach 
another stringency, and yet the tanna of the mishna does not teach: 
And furthermore Rabbi Yehuda said? 


The Gemara answers that the cases are different: There, the Rabbis 
interrupted Rabbi Yehuda’s statements in order to disagree with 
him, and hence it is not possible to say: And furthermore Rabbi 
Yehuda said. Here, however, the Rabbis did not interrupt him, as 
the two statements of Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava immediately follow 
one another. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Does this mean that wherever the 
disputing Rabbis interrupt their colleague, the tanna teaches: And 
furthermore? But with regard to Rabbi Eliezer in a mishna in 
tractate Sukka (27a), where the Rabbis interrupted his statements, 
nonetheless the tanna teaches: And furthermore. 


The Gemara answers: It is not the same; there, they interrupted 
Rabbi Eliezer with a ruling with regard to his own topic; here, 
however, they interrupted Rabbi Yehuda with a ruling with regard 
to an altogether different matter. Consequently, his first statement 
had already been forgotten, and it is not the Mishna’s style to join 
together statements where the sequential link between them has 
already been severed. 


We learned in the mishna: Rabbi Akiva said: Even ifthe courtyard 
has none of these elements that indicate dwelling stipulated by the 
other Rabbis, one may carry inside it, provided that it measures no 
more than seventy cubits and a remainder by seventy cubits and a 
remainder. 


NOTES 


Seeking a colleague - 327 % mpa: Rabbi Elai, who was 
Rabbi Eliezer’s preeminent “student, heard him teach these 
three laws, but he could not find among the other students a 
single person who could also recall hearing even one of them. 
Consequently, he was worried that he might be mistaken. How- 
ever, elsewhere it is related (Pesahim 39a) that Rabbi Elai heard 
one of his master's colleagues teaching one of these laws in his 
master’s name. 


What was taught, that he teaches: And furthermore — »x72 
ayy’ np NAN: It is unusual to say: And furthermore, unless 


one is dealing with the same issue, whereas in this context the 
words of Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava are not a continuation of his 
statement with regard to upright boards surrounding a well. 
Therefore, the Gemara questions the use of the phrase: And 
furthermore (Ritva). 


Teaches a stringency - xanh xan: The common denomi- 
nator among Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava's statements is that his 
approach is the most stringent of all the opinions taught con- 
cerning the law of upright boards surrounding a well and of 
enclosed areas. 
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NOTES 


A tiny amount — bya 131: In the Jerusalem Talmud, the Sages 
explain that the measure of seventy cubits and a remainder is 
actually seventy and two-thirds cubits. The area of a square with 
each side measuring seventy and two-thirds cubits is slightly 
ess than two beit sea of grain, which is five thousand cubits. A 
more precise measure for the side of the square is 70.71 cubits, 
which yields an area exact to a tenth of a square cubit. Since 
he absolutely precise measure of the side of the square is the 
square root of five thousand, an irrational number, it is impos- 
sible to establish it exactly (see Rambam’s Commentary on the 
ishna). Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava maintains that we must try to 
get as close as possible to the correct size, whereas Rabbi Akiva 
eaches for the purpose of this law that the looser approxima- 
ion determined by the Sages, seventy cubits and a remainder, 
is adequate. There is no need to be more exact with regard to 
something that can never be precisely measured. 


Take fifty and surround it with fifty - own 230) Dwan biv: 
Rashi explains that the phrase: Surround it with fifty, refers to a 
method of finding the square root of a number. Since the vari- 
ous methods of finding the square root of a number were highly 
complicated, it was generally accomplished by cutting strips 
and moving them around until the required size was reached. 


HALAKHA 
The measure of the area of two beit se'a - wDND yW: The 
measure of two beit se‘a, utilized in various areas of halakha, 
is equal to the area of the courtyard of the Tabernacle, five 
thousand square cubits (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 6:4). 
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The Tabernacle — awa: As stated in the book of Exodus, the 
length of the Tabernacle courtyard was one hundred cubits, 
and its width was fifty cubits. The Tabernacle itself was located 
fifty cubits from the entrance to the courtyard, which left an 
area of fifty cubits by fifty cubits for the courtyard itself. The 
Tabernacles own measurements were thirty cubits length by 
ten cubits width. The area of the courtyard of the Tabernacle, 
which was determined as two beit se‘a, was used as the basis for 
a number of measurements related to the halakhot of Shabbat. 


Illustration of the Tabernacle and its courtyard 
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BACKGROUND 


The Gemara asks: But the view of Rabbi Akiva is the same as that 
of the first tanna, i.e., Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava, who maintains that 
in the case of a garden that was not enclosed for the purpose of 
residence, one is only permitted to carry if the area of the enclosed 
area is no more than two beit sea. Rabbi Akiva disagrees only about 
whether we require a watchman’s booth or a dwelling place as well, 
but the two agree with regard to the size of the garden. Therefore, 
Rabbi Akiva’s stipulation: Provided that it measures not more than 
seventy cubits and a remainder by seventy cubits and a remainder, 
is superfluous. 


The Gemara answers: There is a practical difference between them 
with regard to a tiny amount. And what is this tiny amount? It is as 
it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says: It is by a tiny 
amount" that one of the sides of a square measuring two beit sea 
exceeds seventy cubits and a remainder, but the Sages did not 
give its exact measurement, owing to its small size and because it 
is impossible to be absolutely precise about the matter. 


And what is the measure of the area of two beit se'a?" It is as large 
as the courtyard of the Tabernacle,’ which was fifty cubits by one 
hundred cubits. The first tanna and Rabbi Akiva dispute this issue: 
‘The first tanna maintains that the garden may have an area as large 
as two beit sea, whereas Rabbi Akiva says that it must not exceed 
seventy and two-thirds cubits squared. 


The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? The 
matters referred to are that we must square the courtyard of the 
Tabernacle in order to reach the size of garden or similar enclosure 
in which one is permitted to carry on Shabbat. 


The Gemara answers: Rav Yehuda said: This is learned from the 

verse that stated: “The length of the courtyard shall be a hundred 

cubits, and the breadth fifty by fifty, and the height, five cubits of 
fine twined linen, and their sockets of brass” (Exodus 27:18). The 

Torah said: Take a square of fifty cubits by fifty cubits, and sur- 
round it with the remaining fifty cubits"? until they form a square, 
each side of which measures seventy cubits and a remainder. 


Take fifty and surround it with fifty - own 230) Own biv: 
The courtyard of the Tabernacle was one hundred cubits by fifty 
cubits. To find the square root of its area, the Sages divided it 
into different units. In the illustration, the white area represents 
fifty by fifty cubits. This is what the Gemara terms: Take fifty. The 
other section, which also represents fifty by fifty cubits, features 
various markings that indicate how it is cut into strips and made 
to surround the first square (see Rashi's commentary). 


Area of the Tabernacle courtyard divided into strips 

The interpretation in the Jerusalem Talmud of the words: Take 
fifty and surround it with fifty, begins with a square seventy 
cubits by seventy cubits, and adds to it strips of a third of a cubit 
on all four sides, filling in the corners. This yields a calculation 
within two-ninths of a square cubit of the precise measurement. 


Strips all around and in corners 


Corners filled in 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


MAX WX PNKA KIT Hews 
"3 Dean naw by wn myI 
TAK DWY) ph TAY DNT KPY 

TNN b 


PDAIR APT OTN wd ay” 
TPI Oe NIX ahig IKAD 
DoK aana DW 5 by MY ADI 

imaina poubon PX ANN TAX 


12 AD aN TAA N WY 
pa mama ow a [by wy] pana 
DW YTD N 


PAUNYITT MID A ND 


STON WEN 71D WIN DH IY 
mada DRY vax TP NNN ADP 
OX ATA N DPI IN} 31D 

ADDY DID axa Dem 


KaT TY syo% mg- a mp: ng 
bh yown xp yt ma ie pnw 
KPPD NIZI 


MI- KPP DD TIZI Owe 1 
12 VDA MPN? POPA PINT NPON 
sph san 1320 


APTE DND MIN IN) KITE ASIP 
AAD KIT ONI - iD yT mya 
ON) 


AWA AYMD KITII - ian yea 


The Gemara asks: But to what does the plain meaning of the verse 
refer? The plain sense of the text cannot be coming to teach us the 
laws of carrying. Abaye said that it means as follows: The Tabernacle 
was thirty cubits long and ten cubits wide. The courtyard was a hun- 
dred cubits long and fifty cubits wide. Position the Tabernacle in the 
middle of the courtyard at the edge of fifty cubits, so that there is a 
space of fifty cubits in front of it, and a space of twenty cubits in 
every direction, on each of the two sides and behind it. 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Eliezer says: If its length is 
greater than its breadth, even by one cubit, one may not carry inside 
it. The Gemara asks: Wasn't it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer 
says: If its length is more than double its breadth, even by one 
cubit, one may not carry inside it? 


Rav Beivai bar Abaye said: When we learned this in the mishna, we 
also learned that it refers to a case where the length of the enclosure 
is more than double its breadth. The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, 
this is the same as the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who stated that one is 
permitted to carry in the garden or karpef even if its length is double 
its width. 


The Gemara answers: There is a difference between them with regard 
to the square that the Sages squared it,” because the Sages calcu- 
lated squares with the diagonal. According to the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer, if the diagonal is more than double the breadth, even though 
the length may not be more than double the breadth, it is prohibited 
to carry within the enclosure. According to Rabbi Yosei, however, it 
is permitted (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yosei says: Even if its length is 
double its breadth, one may carry inside it. It was stated that the 
amora’im disagreed on the following matter: Rav Yosef said that 
Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. And Rav Beivai said that Rav 
Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. 


The Gemara explains that both rulings are stated leniently, and that 
both were necessary. As had the Gemara taught only that the hala- 
kha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, I would have 

said that one is not permitted to carry unless the place contains a 

watchman’s booth or a dwelling place, for Rabbi Yosei did not spec- 
ify that these are not required. Therefore, the Gemara teaches us that 
the halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Akiva, who is particular 
only about the courtyard’s size, but not that it be enclosed for the 

purpose of residence. 


And, on the other hand, had the Gemara taught only that the halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, I would have said 
that if the courtyard is long and narrow, one is not permitted to 
carry. Therefore, the Gemara teaches that the halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who clearly states that the 
courtyard need not be square. 


The Sages taught: Within a karpef that is greater than two beit se‘a, 
but which was enclosed from the outset for the purpose of resi- 
dence, carrying is permitted regardless of its size; however, if subse- 
quently the greater part of it was sown with seed crops, it is consid- 
ered like a garden, which is not a place of dwelling, and it is 
prohibited to carry anything within it. 


However, if the greater part of it was planted with trees, it is consid- 
ered like a courtyard, which is a place of dwelling, and one is permit- 
ted to carry. The reason for this distinction is that the presence of trees 

does not nullify the status of the karpef as a place of residence, because 

people normally plant trees even in their courtyards. However, people 

ordinarily plant seed crops only in gardens at some distance from their 
houses, in places they do not use for dwelling; therefore, the presence 

of seed crops does nullify the residential status of the karpef. 


NOTES 

The square that the Sages squared it — xy1a"9 
pa Mya: Rashi explains that there is no halakhic 
dispute here. Rather, the Sages are discussing theo- 
retical question of whether or not the shape must 
be a square or a rectangle, ab initio. One explanation 
(Rabbeinu Hananel and the geonim) is that the dis- 
agreement involves a rhombus-shaped field where 
each side is of equal length while one diagonal is 
twice the length of the other (Korban Netanel). 


BACKGROUND 
The square that the Sages squared it — xy13"9 
p31 Myst: In this rectangle the length (a-d) is less 
than twice the width (a-b), but the diagonal (a-c) 
is more than twice the width. According to Rabbi 
Eliezer it is prohibited to carry in an enclosed area 
with such dimensions. 


A B 


D C 


Long rectangular enclosure 
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NOTES ———__—_—_—_ 
The domain of utensils that began Shabbat — Dha mw 
naww: The common feature of a roof, a courtyard, and 
an ‘enclosed area [karpef] is that none of them is an actual 
place of human residence, and the law that applies to them 
resembles that of a karmelit. According to Rabbi Shimon, 
since none of these areas is a place of permanent residence, 
they are not divided into separate domains, as are houses 
and courtyards. Consequently, it is unnecessary to make 
a joining of courtyards [eiruv] in order to carry from one 
to another. However, it is prohibited to carry utensils that 
were in the house into an enclosed area, because they are 
certainly two separate domains. 


Perek II 
Daf24 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


The greater part of the karpef was sown — i3 yY: If most 
of the enclosed area [karpef] is sown, it is prohibited to carry 
in it, even if the enclosure is no larger than two beit sea of 
grain. Some commentaries rule that it is prohibited to carry 
even if the enclosure is smaller than two beit se'a (Rema; Vilna 
Gaon; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 358:9). 


A minor part of the karpef was sown — ipiyia yma: If less 
than half of the enclosed area [karpef] is sown, and the sown 
area is the size of two beit sea, then it is permitted to carry. 
It is prohibited to carry if the sown area is greater than two 
beit se'a, since the halakha follows the second version in 
the Gemara (Maggid Mishne). Furthermore, Rabbi Shimon’s 
opinion is accepted as the halakha (Taz; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 358:9). 


Planted in rows — nixdapyx py: The presence of trees in 
an enclosure does not render it prohibited to carry, even if 
they were not arranged in rows. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Nahman both because he was a 
preeminent authority and because the Gemara reports an 
actual case that was ruled in accordance with his opinion 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 358:9). 


NOTES 


Rows — nixbapyrs: Some commentaries explain that it is 
inconvenient to walk through the garden if the trees are 
not arranged in rows, and that this impairs the ability of the 
karpef to serve as a residence (Arukh). 


LANGUAGE 
Rows [itztablaot] - mixdapyrs: From the Latin stabulum, 
meaning a horse stable. The Talmud uses the word to con- 
note stables, and by extension, to describe other items ar- 
ranged in rows like horses in a stable. 
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It was stated above that if the greater part of the karpef was sown 
with seed crops, it is prohibited to carry in it. Rav Huna, son of Rav 
Yehoshua, said: We only said this in a case where the sown section 
is greater than two beit se‘a, but if it is no more than two beit sea, 
it is permitted. 


The Gemara comments: In accordance with whose opinion was 
this stated? It was stated in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon, as we learned in a mishna: Rabbi Shimon says: Roofs, 
courtyards, and karpeifot are all one domain with regard to uten- 
sils that began Shabbat" in them, even if the utensils belong to 
different people. Since these are not proper dwelling places, setting 
an eiruv is unnecessary, and objects may be carried from place to 
place within them. But they are not one domain with regard to 
utensils that began Shabbat in the house and that were later taken 
outside. This shows that the unsown part of a karpef and the sown 
part, which has the status of a garden, are considered a single do- 
main, in which one is permitted to carry, as the garden section does 
not prohibit the karpef section. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: Even according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon, since the greater part of the karpef is sown, the 
minor part 


is nullified relative to the greater part, and it is as though the karpef 
were entirely sown. And therefore, it is regarded as a karpef greater 
than two beit se‘a, in which it is prohibited to carry. 


Rather, if this was stated, this is what was stated by Rav Huna, son 
of Rav Yehoshua: If the greater part of the karpef was sown," it is 
prohibited to carry within it. It follows that if only a minor part of 
the karpef was sown," it is permitted to carry within it. Rav Huna, 
son of Rav Yehoshua, said: We said that it is permitted to carry 
only if the sown section is not as large as two beit se‘a, however, if 
it is at least two beit se‘, it is prohibited to carry anywhere in the 
karpef, even though most of it is not sown. 


The Gemara asks: According to whose opinion was this stated? It 
is according to the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with Rab- 
bi Shimon and say that a karpef and a courtyard are regarded as 
separate domains, so that it is prohibited to carry from one to the 
other. 


And Rav Yirmeya from Difti would teach this matter as a leniency, 
as follows: It was stated that if the greater part of the karpef was sown, 
itis prohibited to carry within it. From here it follows that if only a 
minor part was sown, it is permitted to carry within it. Rav Huna, 
son of Rav Yehoshua said: We only said that it is permitted to 
carry if the sown section is not more than two beit se‘a, but if it is 
more than two beit se'a, it is prohibited to carry. According to 
whose opinion was this stated? It was according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon. 


It was stated earlier that if the greater part of the karpef was plant- 
ed with trees, it is considered like a courtyard, and it is permitted 

to carry. Rav Yehuda said that Avimi said: This is only if the trees 

were planted in rows [itztablaot],""' the customary manner of 
planting ornamental trees in a courtyard. But if they were arranged 

differently it is considered an orchard, which is not made for dwell- 
ing, and where it is prohibited to carry. But Rav Nahman said: This 

applies even if they were not planted in rows, as people com- 
monly plant trees in any arrangement in the courtyards of their 
houses. 
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Mar Yehuda happened to come to the house of Rav Huna bar Ye- 
huda, where he saw certain trees that were not planted in rows, and 
people were nevertheless carrying among them. Mar Yehuda said 
to Rav Huna: Doesn’t the Master hold in accordance with this opin- 
ion of Avimi? Rav Huna said to him: I hold like the opinion of Rav 
Nahman, that it is permitted to carry even if the trees are not planted 
in rows. 


Rav Nahman said that Shmuel said: With regard to a karpef that is 
greater than two beit sea, and which was not enclosed from the 
outset for the purpose of residence, what should one do if he wish- 
es to carry within it? He should make a breach in the fence larger 
than ten cubits, which nullifies the partition, and then fence it off 
and reduce the opening to only ten cubits, which thereby creates an 
entrance. He is then permitted to carry in the karpef, because it is now 
regarded as having been enclosed for the purpose of residence." 


The Gemara raises a dilemma: If he did not make the breach at once, 
but rather he breached one cubit and fenced off that same cubit, and 
then breached another cubit and fenced it off, until he completed 
the breaching and fencing off of more than ten cubits, what is the 
law? 


He said to him: Is this not as we learned in a mishna: All ritually 
impure wooden utensils belonging to ordinary homeowners be- 
come ritually pure through breaking the utensil, if they have holes the 

size of pomegranates." 


And Hizkiya raised a dilemma: If a utensil was perforated with a 
hole large enough for an olive to emerge, and he sealed it, and then 
it was perforated again with a hole large enough for an olive to 
emerge, and he sealed it again, and this went on until the holes to- 
gether completed a space large enough for a pomegranate to emerge, 
what is the halakha? In other words, is the ruling that because the sum 
of all the holes is the size of a pomegranate the utensil is pure, or is 
the ruling that it remains ritually impure because each hole was filled 
before the next hole was formed? 


Rabbi Yohanan his student said to him: Master, you taught us that 

with regard to a sandal’ that became ritually impure by impurity 
imparted by the treading of a zav, and one ofits ears, i.e., straps, broke 

and he repaired it, it remains ritually impure with impurity im- 
parted by treading [midras]" and can still render people and utensils 

ritually impure. If one of a sandal’s straps is torn, it can still be used as 

a sandal, and therefore it does not lose its status as a utensil. 


If the second ear broke and he repaired it, it is ritually pure in the 
sense that it no longer renders other objects ritually impure as would 
a vessel that became a primary source of ritual impurity by means of 
impurity imparted by treading." However, the sandal itself is ritu- 
ally impure" due to contact with an object that became ritually im- 
pure with impurity imparted by treading, i.e., the sandal before its 
second strap ripped. Therefore, it can transmit ritual impurity to food 
and liquids. 


And you said about this halakha: What is different in a case where 
the first ear breaks, that the sandal remains impure? It is because the 
second one is intact. However, when the second ear breaks, the first 
ear is intact; so how does the sandal lose its utensil status? 


NOTES 


Ritual impurity imparted by treading [midras] and ritual impuri- 
ty from contact with a ritually impure object by treading - D113 
DA yaa: A utensil contracts ritual impurity imparted by treading 

[midras] when a zav, or a zava, or a woman after childbirth, or a 

menstruating woman sits or treads upon it. This is a stringent form 

of ritual impurity, as an object with this type of impurity defiles 

other objects that come into contact with it. 


The impurity of a sandal - Sen ngaw: See Rashi and Tosafot 
for explanations of the sandal’s impurity due to contact with an 
object that became ritually impure with impurity imparted by 
treading [midras]. Apparently, there is reason to question the 


source of this impurity. Most commentaries agree that a ripped 
sandal strap loses its ritual impurity imparted by treading, but 
contracts a lower level of impurity when it is reattached to the 
sandal, from contact with an object with impurity imparted by 
treading. This impurity subsequently spreads throughout the en- 
tire sandal, but it is irrelevant because the sandal still has a more 
severe level of impurity, namely, the ritual impurity imparted 
by treading. However, when the impurity imparted by tread- 
ing is removed, the lower level impurity, the impurity of contact 
with an object with impurity imparted by treading, still remains 
(Rashba). See Tosafot for a clarification of some of the difficulties 
with this explanation. 


HALAKHA 

Rendering a karpef fit for carrying within it - ppm 
187p: If a karpef had been enclosed initially not for the 
purpose of residence, and now one wishes to utilize it 
for dwelling, he must make a breach in the wall larger 
than ten cubits wide, and then rebuild the fence to 
reduce the opening to only ten cubits. This breach is 
effective even if it was made in stages, in accordance 
with the conclusion of the Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 358:2). 


Homeowners’ utensils — ona bya bp: A ritually 
impure wooden utensil that belongs to an individual 
becomes ritually pure if it is broken, with a hole no 
smaller than the size of a pomegranate. If one makes 
a hole the size of an olive in the wooden utensil and 
then seals it, and once again makes a hole the size 
of an olive and seals it, and continues to make holes 
and to seal them until the sum of all the holes is the 
size of a pomegranate, the utensil becomes ritually 
pure. This is in accordance with the conclusion of 
the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 6:2). 


The purification of a sandal — ba mim: A sandal 
retains ritual impurity imparted by treading [midras] 
if one of the straps rips. If the sandal is fixed and then 
the second strap rips, the sandal is still impure due to 
contact with an object that became ritually impure 
with impurity imparted by treading. However, if the 
second strap rips before the first one is fixed, the 
sandal becomes pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Kelim 7:12). 


BACKGROUND 
A sandal — Yayo: The strap [ozen] of the sandal prob- 
ably refers to The strap that holds the foot tightly to 
the sole of the sandal. 


Detail of statue with sandal from the talmudic period 
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And then you said to us with regard to this that the reason it is no 
longer a utensil is because a new entity has arrived here. The legal 
status of the sandal with the two repaired ears is not that of the original 
sandal; it is a new sandal. Here, too, with regard to a utensil that was 
perforated several times, where the sum of all the holes adds up to the 
size of a pomegranate, let us say that a new entity has arrived here, as 
the entire area of the hole is completely new, and the utensil is no longer 
the same utensil that had been ritually impure. 


Hizkiya was so impressed by Rabbi Yohanan’s comment that he ex- 
claimed about him: This is not a human being; rather, he is an angel, 
as he is capable of resolving a problem that I struggle with, from some- 
thing that I myself taught. Some say that he said: This is an ideal human 
being. This parallel analysis teaches that if one breached one cubit and 
fenced it off, breached another cubit and fenced it off, and continued 
this way until he breached and fenced off more than ten cubits, then 
this is effective, and he need not breach more than ten meters at once. 


Rav Kahana said: A fenced-in yard located behind a group of houses," 
which is used to store objects not in regular use and which measures 
more than two beit se‘a, is not treated as a full-fledged private domain. 
Therefore, inside it, one may carry objects a distance of only four cu- 
bits. 


Rav Nahman said: If one opened an entrance to it from the house, it 
is permitted to carry throughout the entire area, because the entrance 
permits it, allowing it to be considered as part of the house. And we 
stated this allowance only where he opened the entrance and after- 
ward fenced in the area; but if he first fenced it in and only afterward 
opened the entrance, he may not carry throughout the yard. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If he first opened the entrance and af- 
terward fenced in the area, it is obvious that it is permitted to carry 
throughout the yard, because it is clear that the area was enclosed for 
the entrance, i.e., in order to use it from the house. The Gemara answers: 
This ruling is necessary only in the case where there is a threshing 
floor in the yard. This is because you might have said that he made the 
entrance with the threshing floor in mind," and not so that he would 
be able to use the entire yard. He therefore comes and teaches us that 
the entrance renders it permitted to carry in the yard in all cases. 


The Gemara considers a new case: With regard to a karpef measuring 
more than two beit se'a, which had been enclosed for the purpose of 
residence but became filled with water, by floods or any other cause, 
the Rabbis thought to say that the water is considered like seeds. This 
means that the karpef is regarded as if it were sown with seeds, so that 
it is prohibited to carry. It is no longer considered as having been en- 
closed for the purpose of dwelling, since it is not normal to live in a place 
filled with water. 


Rav Abba, father of Rav, son of Rav Mesharshiya, said: We say in the 
name of Rava as follows: Water is considered like planted trees," so 
that one is permitted to carry. A courtyard filled with water is still suit- 
able for dwelling, since the water benefits the residents of the courtyard. 


HALAKHA 


A yard behind houses - PAAT NNN man: It is prohibited to 
carry in an enclosed area behind a house if it is larger than two 
beit se'a. However, if it has an entrance from the house, it has the 
status of a courtyard and one is permitted to carry in it (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 359:1). 


He made it with the threshing floor in mind - +31 xgyIx 
may yt: The uncertainty centers on whether the new 
enclosure was made for the sake of the yard itself or for the 
sake of the threshing floor. The assumption is that an enclo- 
sure for the sake of a threshing floor is not an enclosure con- 


NOTES 


Water is like planted trees — Dyw 02: If a karpef larger than two 
beit sea was enclosed for the purpose of residence and was then 
flooded with water, it is permitted to carry in it, since the same law 
applies to water as to planted trees. This ruling is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rava (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 358:1). 


structed for the purpose of residence. According to a variant 
version that reads: He opened it with the threshing floor in 
mind, a novel approach is required, namely, that the open- 
ing of an entrance in a yard of that kind serves to change its 
purpose (see Rashba). 
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Ameimar said: This ruling applies only if the water is fit for its 
regular use," i.e., for drinking, because in that case it provides for 
the needs of residence. However, if the water is not fit for use, 
then it is not considered like planted trees. Therefore, the karpef 
is no longer considered enclosed for the purpose of residence, and 
it is prohibited to carry in the karpef. 


Rav Ashi said: And even where the water is fit for use, this ruling 
applies only if the water is not ten handbreadths deep over an 
area greater than two beit se‘a; but if the water is ten handbreadths 
deep over an area greater than two beit sea, it is prohibited to 
carry in it, as in such a case the karpef is no longer considered 
enclosed for the sake of dwelling." 


The Gemara comments: And it is not so, just as it is in the case 
ofa pile of fruit, as even if the pile of fruit is very large, the karpef 
does not lose its status as having been enclosed for the purpose 
of residence. 


The Gemara relates: There was a certain yard in the town of Pum 
Nahara that was larger than two beit sea and that had not been 
enclosed for the purpose of residence. One of its sides opened 
to an alleyway in the town, and the other opened to a walled 
path" between the vineyards, and that vineyard path led to the 
bank of a river ten handbreadths high, which is considered a 
partition. 


Abaye said: What shall we do to permit carrying in the yard, 
which is a karmelit, without having to make a breach in one of its 
walls wider than ten cubits and then fence it up again? Shall we 
construct a partition for it on the river bank, so that the vineyard 
path is surrounded by partitions on all sides? This is not a viable 
solution, as one cannot construct an effective partition on top 
of another partition that already exists, and the river bank is 
considered a partition relative to the river. 


Shall we arrange a doorframe at the mouth of the vineyard 
path? That is also not an effective solution in this case, for the 
camels that walk down this path in order to drink water from the 
river will come" and knock it over. 


Rather, Abaye said: We should arrange a side post at the open- 
ing of the vineyard path to the yard, since as it is effective’ for 
the vineyard path, to allow one to carry on the path, as it is no 
longer breached into a karmelit, it is also effective for the yard, 
and the side post will be considered an additional partition that 
renders it permitted to carry in the yard. 


Rava said to him: If so, people will say that a side post is effective 
in permitting one to carry in a vineyard path generally," and this 
will cause the public to err, as vineyard paths are usually open at 
both ends and do not lead to a river or the like. 


- NOTES - 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


_ HALAKHA 


Water in a karpef — 773 D2: The presence of potable water 
in a karpef does not negate the permission to carry in it, even 

if the water is more than ten handbreadths deep and extends 

over two beit sea, as Rav Ashi’s opinion was rejected. If the 

water is not potable, and it is also more than ten handbreadths 

deep, it is considered like sown seeds. Consequently, the karpef 
is not regarded as an enclosure that was enclosed for the pur- 
pose of residence (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 358:11). 


Ayard open toa path -bw amna TIN: Ifa yard is open 
on one side to a town and on the other side to a path that 
reaches the river bank, one may arrange a side post at the 
entrance facing the town to allow him to carry throughout 
the yard, in accordance with Rava (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 16:11). 


A yard and a path -baw mam: 


g _ 


Opening to the street 


7 Court yard is 


ell 


i 


Yard behind a house opening on one side to a vineyard path that reaches the river, 
and opening on the other side to the street that leads into town 


Is fit for use - saww PITIT: . The presence of potable 
water facilitates dwelling i in the karpef, j ust as planting trees in 
it facilitates living there. However, water that is not potable, but 
only for watering plants and the like, is considered like sown 
seeds. Even though it has some use, it does not facilitate living 
in the enclosure. 


Camels will come - Da ang: Some commentaries state that 
these camels are not going to the river bank, as explained by 
Rashi and Tosafot, since if they were, why would one build a 
partition on the bank of the river itself? Rather, the camels are 


brought to work in the vineyard or to carry out its produce 
(Ritva). 


Since as it is effective — K337 i337: The concept of miggo 
applies in many areas of halakha and its application here 
is typical. The assumption is that a partition is either effec- 
tive in all cases or ineffective in all cases. Therefore, since the 
side post is an effective partition in an alleyway, it should 
be equally effective as a partition for a yard, even though a 
side post is not generally halakhically effective with regard 
toa yard. 


People will say a side post is effective for a vineyard 
path - Daya bw Yaw byin smb suas: See Rashi and To- 
safot. Rashba explains that although some residents did 
indeed use this path, it was called a vineyard path because 
only a few residents used it and because the path contin- 
ued beyond their houses. Consequently, people might mis- 
takenly say that a side post is effective for a vineyard path, 
even if there are no residents at all. This is incorrect, since 
a side post is halakhically effective only in an alleyway that 
has residents. 
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NOTES 

Sometimes there are residents in it — pw A2177 paan: 
Even though the Sages did not generally institute such 
decrees in the laws of eiruvin, this context is different. Even 
when residents are present, the residents of the yard will 
think that it is permitted to carry in the yard, because they 
may carry from the yard into the alleyway. Consequently, 
they will not realize that it is prohibited to carry in the 
yard itself, even for those who carry from the yard into the 
alleyway, because it was not enclosed for the purpose of 
residence (Rabbi Eliezer Meir Horowitz). 


Reducing the size of a karpef — 457/23 "71 vy: The 

disputes concerning the reduction of the size of an en- 
closure can be understood in several ways. The early com- 
mentaries disagree with regard to the law and the correct 
reading of the text. One approach is to explain that the 

construction of new partitions around the enclosure is to 

define it as fenced in for the purpose of residence, which 

would permit one to carry in the entire area. Alternatively, 
the discussion can also be understood as relating to parti- 
tions built to reduce the area of the enclosure to less than 

two beit sea. The disagreements among the commentar- 
ies focus particularly on the correct textual version and 

contextual understandings of the statement of Rabbi Simi, 
or, according to variant readings, of Rabba bar Sheila (see 
Maggid Mishne; Meiri; Ritva). 


HALAKHA 
Reduction by planting trees — niya wyn: If an enclo- 
sure that is larger than two beit se'a and that was not ini- 
tially fenced in for the purpose of residence is planted with 
trees, the space taken up by the trees does not reduce the 
area of the enclosure, even if each tree is the size of an 
independent domain (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 358:4). 


Reduction by a column — “maya wry: If the area of a 
karpefis reduced by means of a column ten handbreadths 
high, the reduction is effective, provided that the column 
is more than three handbreadths wide. This is in accor- 
dance with Rabba's opinion, since the halakha follows 
the lenient opinion with respect to eiruvin (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 358:5). 


If one distanced himself...from the wall — pm 
bpian ja: If one distances himself at least three hand- 
breadths from the wall ofa karpef and erects an additional 

partition, it is effective, in accordance with Rabba’s lenient 
opinion and based on the first version of the dispute cited 

in the Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 358:6). 
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Rather, Rava said: They should arrange a side post at the open- 
ing of the yard to the town, as since the side post is effective and 
is considered a partition for the town, it is also effective for the 
yard, to permit one to carry within it. 


Therefore, in summary, it is permitted to carry within the town 
itself and to carry within the yard itself. However, with regard 
to carrying from the town to the yard or from the yard to the 
town, Rav Aha and Ravina disagree: One prohibits doing so 
and the other permits it. 


The Sage who permits doing so holds that it is permitted since in 
the yard itself there are no residents, and a place without resi- 
dents cannot prohibit carrying in another, adjacent domain. And 
the Sage who prohibits doing so holds that it is prohibited be- 
cause sometimes there are residents in it’ who can prohibit 
carrying in the other domain, and people might unwittingly come 
to carry from the yard to the town in their usual manner, even 
though it is prohibited. 


With regard to a karpef that measures more than two beit se‘a 
and that had not been fenced in from the outset for the purpose 
of residence, and one came to reduce its size," if he reduced it 
by planting trees" in a section of the space, it is not a valid reduc- 
tion, because trees are commonly found in a karpef designed for 
dwelling; therefore, they are not considered something out of the 
ordinary that would reduce its size. 


But if he built up a column ten handbreadths high and four 
handbreadths wide, it is an effective reduction," i.e., if the karpef 
is thereby reduced to the area of two beit sea, one is permitted to 
carry within it. However, if the column is less than three hand- 
breadths wide, it is not an effective reduction. And if it is between 
three to four handbreadths wide, there is a dispute between 
amora’im. Rabba said: It constitutes an effective reduction, and 
Rava said: It does not constitute an effective reduction. 


The Gemara explains the two opinions. Rabba said that it consti- 
tutes an effective reduction because it is large enough to be ex- 
cluded from the principle of lavud, namely, that solid surfaces 
with gaps between them less than three handbreadths are consid- 
ered joined. Since the column stands independently, it reduces 
the size of the karpef. Rava said that it does constitute a valid 
reduction because as it is not a place of at least four hand- 
breadths, it is not significant. An area of less than four hand- 
breadths is not considered independent. 


It was further stated: If one distanced himself four handbreadths 
from the wall" of the karpef and erected an additional partition 
for the sake of dwelling, it is effective in permitting one to carry 
in the fenced-off inner area. But if the distance is less than three 
handbreadths, it is not effective, as the new wall is considered 
attached to the first by means of the principle of lavud, and it is 
like one partition built on top of another. And if the distance is 
between three to four handbreadths, that is the topic of the dis- 
pute among the amora’im, in which Rabba said: It is effective, 
and Rava said: It is not effective. 


The Gemara explains the two opinions. Rabba said: It is effective, 
as it is far enough away to be removed from the principle of la- 
vud. Rava disagreed and said: It is not effective, because as it is 

not a place of at least four handbreadths, it is not significant. 
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Rav Simi would teach a more lenient version of the dispute between 
Rabba and Rava. If one plastered the walls of a karpef larger than two 
beit se'a with plaster," and the plaster can stand on its own, all agree 
that it is an effective reduction, as it is considered as if he has made 
anew partition. But ifthe plaster cannot stand on its own, and it only 
stays in place because it is attached to the existing wall, there is an 
amoraic dispute in which Rabba said: It is an effective reduction, and 
Rava said: It is not an effective reduction. 


The Gemara explains the two opinions. Rabba says: It is an effective 
reduction, because for now, in any case, it stands. Rava says: It is 
not an effective reduction, because as it cannot stand on its own, it 
is nothing, i.e., it is insignificant. 


If one distanced himself four handbreadths from a mound ten hand- 
breadths high that stands in a karpef larger than two beit sea, and he 
erected a partition for the sake of dwelling, it is effective to permit 
one to carry. 


But if he erected the partition less than three handbreadths from the 
mound or on the edge of the mound itself, so that it is like a partition 
built on top of another partition, this is a dispute between Rav Hisda 
and Rav Hamnuna. One of them said: It is effective, and the other 
one said: It is not effective. 


The Gemara seeks to clarify which of the Sages held which opinion. 
Conclude that it was Rav Hisda who said it is effective, for it was 
stated that the amora’im disagreed about the following: If one erect- 
ed a partition on top of an existing partition, Rav Hisda said: With 
regard to the halakhot of Shabbat, e.g., if the first partition was not 
erected for the purpose of residence, the second partition is effective. 


However, with regard to the property of a convert,’ he does not 
acquire it. The property of a convert who dies without heirs is re- 
garded as ownerless unless he had transferred it to someone as a gift 
during his lifetime. Whoever first implements a valid mode of acqui- 
sition upon such property acquires it. For example, one may acquire 
property by performing an act of taking possession, such as construc- 
tion of a partition around it. But if one erects a partition around the 
property of a deceased convert on top of an existing partition," he 
does not acquire the property in this manner. 


And Rav Sheshet said: Even with regard to Shabbat it is not effec- 
tive. The Gemara comments: Indeed, conclude that it is Rav Hisda 


who maintains that one partition built on top of another is effective 
for Shabbat." 


Rav Hisda said: Rav Sheshet agrees with me that if one erected a 
partition on the mound,” rather than merely adjacent to it, that it is 
effective to permit one to carry on the mound itself, even though, 
according to him, it is prohibited to carry in the rest of the karpef. 


What is the reason for this? Since he dwells in the space between the 
upper partitions, he utilizes these new partitions and they serve a 
function. Although in relation to one positioned below the mound 
these are partitions built on top of the pre-existing partitions of the 
mound, and therefore they do not allow him to carry in the karpef, they 
are nonetheless effective in allowing him to carry on the mound itself. 


Rabba bar bar Hana raised a dilemma: If the lower partitions were 
swallowed up, e.g., if they sank in boggy ground, and the upper 
partitions that he had erected still stand, what is the law? 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what issue was this dilemma raised? 

If it was raised with regard to acquiring the property of a con- 
vert, this is precisely the same as the ruling cited by Yirmeya Bira’a, 
as Yirmeya Bira’a said that Rav Yehuda said: If one sowed turnip 

seeds in cracks which he found in land that had belonged to a convert, 
and another Jew came and plowed the ground a little, the latter one, 
the one who plowed, acquires the property, and the first one does 

not acquire it. 


HALAKHA 


If one plastered the walls with plaster - wu ia nv: If 
one plasters the walls of an enclosure and the plaster 
can stand on its own, the action serves to reduce the 
size of the enclosure. However, if the plaster cannot 
stand on its own, the action does not reduce the size 
of the enclosure, in accordance with Rava's opinion 
and as explained by the Ra‘avad and Rabbi Zerahya 
HaLevi. The apparent contradiction between this rul- 
ing and the prior one has been noted by the Bah and 
the Perisha (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 358:7). 


A partition on top of an existing partition — 71 
TET 9D by: A partition erected on top of another 
partition does not suffice for the acquisition of the 
property of a deceased convert (Shulhan Arukh, 
Hoshen Mishpat 275:23). 


A partition on top of an existing partition with 
regard to Shabbat — nawa myer vas by TWT: A 
partition erected on top of another partition is not 
halakhically effective with regard to Shabbat, since 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Sheshet, who was considered a greater author- 
ity than Rav Hisda. However, if it was erected on 
top of a mound, the partition is effective, as in that 
case even Rav Sheshet agrees (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 358:8). 


NOTES 

The property of a convert — 137 93): A Jew by birth 
always has heirs. Even if one does not have sons or 
close relatives, his ancestry is traced in search of rela- 
tives, if necessary all the way back to the patriarch 
Jacob. However, a convert’s familial connections are 
severed by the conversion. Therefore, if no children 
were born to the convert after his conversion, he 
has no legal heirs, and at his death his property is 
regarded as ownerless. 


A partition on the mound - baa by my ra: Several 
explanations have been offered concerning the na- 
ure of this mound. Rashi teaches that the mound 
was one of the partitions of the karpef. The Ritva un- 
derstands that the enclosure was surrounded on all 
sides by a mound. Other commentaries explain that 
he enclosure was surrounded by a ditch ten hand- 
breadths deep, and that consequently, the construc- 
ion of a partition on top of this ditch is considered 
he addition of a partition on top of a pre-existing 
partition (see Meiri). 
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BACKGROUND 
A roofed karpef — mip 9877: 
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Enclosure with a third of its area covered with a roof 


NOTES 
Its covered space renders it in excess 


meyatero] - Vit 


iamm Y: Some commentaries have an alternate ver- 
sion: Its covered space permits it [matiro]. In this version, 


this sentence expresses the view that t 
reduces the size of the enclosure such 


he covered space 
hat one is permit- 


ted to carry in it, rather than the view that it is prohibited 


to carry in the enclosure. Interestingly, t 


e slight linguistic 


adjustment here leads to a reversal in the descriptions of 


the opinions of Rava and Rabbi Zeira. 


134 


PEREK II: 25A + 1347/3 p3 


N? - NTT NITYA PNDYD NN 
XP NPA NIV NP 2 NIY NP 
TSW 


TPUT TETRI - Maw pay) wr 
awa 


pa nawa meyan mon be scam 
ona Aw -oma pasiva 


ww KD oma sy as by vars ae) 
nor -bubuh bax pith sY 


IAPR TAN — YONI ITT VAVN 93 


rag Oy MIND TAT KODS OTT 
KATA NIT SAN a eee 
OMI ITT MAP? NIN -NIND AI POY 
KIY MP) TP NOX PI PpIX 
KDT qb Tawy own ab vag aap 

ee eee DRNA 


gD ma ta TPP wow oa 191p 
KPUI AID NYP MN TAN NIT 
Jama LABUTA VIS pr “Wak 


What is the reason that the first one who sowed the seeds does not 
acquire the property? At the time that he sowed, the land was not 
improved by his sowing. When it did improve, with the growth 
of the turnips, it improved on its own." That is to say, the act of 
sowing alone is not a sufficiently noticeable action that changes 
and improves the property at the time. Although the sowing later 
proves to have been beneficial, this is seen as an improvement of 
the land that comes on its own. Therefore, an action that will only 
provide benefit in the future cannot serve as an act of acquisition. 


Rather, you must say that the dilemma was raised with respect to 
Shabbat, in which case it is a partition that was made on Shabbat; 
beforehand it was not a valid partition, and the upper ones acquired 
the status of a partition only after the lower partitions sank into the 
ground. 


And it was already taught in a baraita: Any partition made on 
Shabbat, whether unwittingly or intentionally, is called a valid 
partition." Consequently, the upper partitions should be regarded 
as valid partitions that allow one to carry in the karpef. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Wasn’t it stated about this law that 
Rav Nahman said: They taught that such a partition is called a 
partition only as a stringency, in that it is prohibited to throw from 
an area enclosed by such a partition into the public domain and 
vice versa; but to carry within it as a full-fledged private domain is 
prohibited. This implies that these are not proper partitions. 


The Gemara refutes this objection: When that statement of Rav 
Nahman was stated, it was stated with regard to a case where one 
erected the partition intentionally. Since one intentionally vio- 
lated Shabbat when he erected the partition, the Sages imposed a 
penalty that he is prohibited to carry within the enclosed area. But 
if the partition was made unwittingly or came about by itself, no 
such penalty was imposed, and one is permitted to carry. 


The Gemara cites a related incident: A certain woman erected a 
partition on top of another partition in the property of a de- 
ceased convert. A certain man then came and plowed the ground 
a little. The man came before Rav Nahman, who established the 
property in his possession. The woman then came and cried out 
before Rav Nahman. He said to her: What can I do for you, as 
you did not take possession of the property in the manner that 
people take possession. 


With regard to a karpef the size of three beit sea, and one roofed 
one beit sea of it,"® the amora’im disputed whether or not the area 
of karpef is two beit sea, in which case it is permitted to carry there, 
or three beit sea, in which case it would be prohibited. Rava said: 
Its roofed space renders it in excess of two beit sea, meaning that 
the roofed area is not considered separate from the rest, and so it 
is prohibited to carry in the karpef. And Rabbi Zeira said: Its 
roofed space does not render it in excess of two beit sea, and it is 
permitted to carry there. 


HALAKHA 
sank into the ground, leaving the upper partition above ground 


Taking possession on its own — xran mpin: The property of a 
deceased convert can be acquired only by an action that produc- 
es an immediate improvement upon or change in the property. 
Therefore, actions such as sowing or building one partition on top 
of another are not effective, as they bring about improvement 
only at some later point (Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 275:22). 


A partition that formed on its own - soan mgwa: A partition 


that was formed on its own on Shabbat is a valid partition and 
allows one to carry. An example would be if a lower partition 


(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 358:8). 


A karpef covered with a roof - ia a ppw ABP: If an enclosure is 
larger than three beit se‘a, and the owner roofs one beit sea, then 
one is permitted to carry throughout the karpef, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabba according to the variant reading of the 
Rambam and the Rosh that it is Rabba who maintains the lenient 
position, because the halakha follows the lenient opinion with re- 
gard to the halakhot of eiruv (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 358:12). 
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The Gemara comments: Let us say that Rava and Rabbi Zeira 
dispute the same point that was the subject of dispute between 
Rav and Shmuel. These amora’im disagreed about the following, as 
it was stated: With regard to an enclosed veranda [akhsadra],'° 
which is a roofed structure without walls or with incomplete walls, 
ina field" that has the status of a karmelit, Rav said: One is permit- 
ted to carry in the entire enclosed veranda, as it is considered a 
private domain. And Shmuel said: One may carry only a distance 
of four cubits. 


The Gemara explains the two opinions: Rav said: One is permitted 
to carry in the entire enclosed veranda, since we say that the edge 
of the roof descends to the ground and closes up the enclosed 
veranda on all sides; consequently, it is considered a separate private 
domain. And Shmuel said: One may carry only a distance of four 
cubits, as we do not say that the edge of the roof descends and 
closes up the enclosed veranda. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: If the roof in the covered section 
of the karpef were made like an enclosed veranda whose roof is 
level, indeed, both Rava and Rabbi Zeira would agree that the edge 
of the roof descends to the ground and closes up the area. With 
what are we dealing here? We are dealing with a case where the 
roofis made like a hammock, i.e., slanted, and therefore one cannot 
say that the edge of the roof descends to the ground and encloses 
the area. 


Rabbi Zeira said: I agree with Rava with regard to a karpef that is 
fully breached into a courtyard," meaning the entire wall between 
them is breached, that it is prohibited to carry in it. What is the 
reason for this? Because the additional space of the courtyard 
joins to the karpef and renders it in excess of two beit sea. Conse- 
quently, it is prohibited to carry in it. 


Rav Yosef strongly objects to this explanation: Does a space in 
which it is permitted to carry," the courtyard, render the karpef, 
prohibited? Given that it had been permitted beforehand to carry 
from the courtyard to the karpef, why say that now that the partition 
between them is breached, the additional space, which was itself 
permitted, should render it prohibited to carry in the karpef? 


HALAKHA 


A karpef that is fully breached into a courtyard - 451? 
ayn ixtbna yaw: If the entire wall of an enclosure that 
separates it from a courtyard is breached, and the enclosure 
is exactly the area of two beit se‘, it is prohibited to carry 
in the enclosure because the width of the walls counts to- 


Does a space in which it is permitted — sw WN 931: Rav 
Yosef thought that the rationale for Rabbi Zeira’s opinion is 
that it is prohibited to carry from the courtyard into the en- 
closure, based on the following principle: If it is prohibited to 
carry between two domains, then the removal of the partition 


NOTES 


ward the area of two sea. In addition, if the courtyard is not 
wider than the enclosure and nothing remains of the wall 
separating it from the enclosure, then it is prohibited to car- 
ry in the courtyard as well (Magen Avraham; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 358:13). 


separating the two domains creates a prohibition to carry 
within each domain. Consequently, he was surprised when 
Rabbi Shimon taught that this case is prohibited, since the 
airspace of the courtyard does not render it prohibited to carry 
in the enclosure. 


LANGUAGE 
Enclosed veranda [akhsadra] — 711B3N: From the Greek 
2£é5pa, exedra, meaning an entrance room ora kind of open 
porch. 


HALAKHA 

An enclosed veranda in a field - 79723 KTT1DDK: An en- 
closed veranda in a field that has the status of a karmelit is 
regarded as a private domain in which one is permitted to 
carry, since the edge of the roof is regarded as though it 
descends to the ground and encloses the veranda on all 
sides. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rav, as the 
halakha is ruled according to his opinion in disputes with 
Shmuel over ritual law (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 17:35). 


BACKGROUND 
Enclosed veranda [akhsadra] - 711b>%: According to Rashi, 
an akhsadra is a roof resting on pillars. According to Rav, the 
outer edge of the roof is regarded as descending to the 
ground and sealing off the veranda on all sides. 


Roof resting on pillars 


13912 p9: PEREK II: 25B 


135 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


LANGUAGE 


Orchard [bustana] — xanpia: From the Persian bdstan, 
meaning garden. 


Mansion [apadna] - 379%: From the Old Persian apadana, 
meaning palace or audience hall. The word was borrowed 
into Aramaic at a relatively early stage and appears in the 
book of Daniel with the meaning of palace or splendid 
house. 


Pavilion [abvarneka] - XMAN: Probably originally akh- 
varnka, this word was borrowed from Iranian and is ap- 
parently related to the Middle Persian xwarnaq, meaning 
a sumptuous building. The geonim describe the structure 
as a small pavilion built inside a garden. 


BACKGROUND 


An orchard and a mansion — ji} (AD: If the outer 
wall of the mansion were to collapse, the orchard would 
still be fenced off by one of the inner walls of the mansion. 
Rabbi Beivai suggested relying on this wall as a partition. 


Orchard adjacent to mansion 


An orchard and a pavilion — x2 ax) japa: The path 
from the orchard to the pavilion [abvarneka] was enclosed 
by partitions made of reeds. 
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Path from orchard to pavilion 


NOTES 


You come from truncated [mulai] people - ny1 
oxdann: Various explanations have been offered for this ex- 
pression. Elsewhere, Rashi explains that mulge/is related to 
umlalim, miserable ones. He further suggests that mulaei 
means blemished ones [ba‘alei mumim] or hunchbacks. 
Some commentaries explain that the descendants of Eli 
were called mulaei because they came from a place called 
Mamla (Tosafot; Rashbam). The geonim explain that this is 
an expression referring to a great person who makes grand 
and clever statements. 


A banqueting pavilion - xma: Various explanations 
of the context and content of this incident are offered by 
he early commentaries, including two versions cited by 
Rashi. The translation above is based on the mainstream 
view among the early commentaries and is the second 
explanation cited by Rashi from the geonim. According 
o Rashi's first explanation, the case is one of a very large 
ree which provides shade over an area greater than two 
beit sea; the question becomes what type of enclosure is 
necessary to render it permitted to carry under the tree. 
Rabbeinu Hananel also basically accepts Rashi's first ex- 
planation. 

Within the framework of Rashi's first explanation, most 
commentaries explain that the partition of reeds was 
not made to serve as a path. Rather, either Rav Huna bar 
Hinnana constructed it so that part of the orchard would 
be enclosed for the purpose of residence, or he intended 
o utilize the reed partition to reduce the area of the or- 
chard to less than two beit se'a (see Rabbeinu Hananel; 
Rashba; Me'ir. 
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Abaye said to him: In accordance with whose opinion do you say 
this? Apparently, it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon, who holds that one is permitted to carry from a courtyard 
to a karpef. But even according to Rabbi Shimon, there is the 
space where the walls that are now breached had once stood. This 
space had not been fit for carrying from the outset, even according 
to Rabbi Shimon; therefore, if the karpef had been at first exactly 
the area of two beit sea, it would be prohibited to carry in the entire 
karpef due to the additional space of the fallen walls. 


This is as Rav Hisda said with regard to a karpef that is fully 
breached into a courtyard: In the courtyard one is permitted to 
carry and in the karpef he is prohibited to carry. 


The Gemara asks: As for the courtyard, what is the reason that this 
is permitted? Is it because it has the remnants of the original walls 
on either side of the breach, which allow the breach to be treated 
like an entrance? But at times you find just the opposite; if the 
courtyard was narrower than the karpef and the partition between 
them was fully breached, it is the karpef that retains the remnants 
of the original walls on either side of the breach, while the court- 
yard is breached in its entirety. 


Rather, it is because we say that with regard to this one, the karpef, 
which was not enclosed for the purpose of residence and where one 
is permitted to carry only ifit is no more than two beit sea, the space 
of the fallen walls renders it in excess of two beit sea. However, 
with regard to that one, the courtyard, which was enclosed for the 
purpose of residence and where there is no size limit above which 
it is prohibited to carry, the space of the fallen walls does not 
render it in excess of any limit. 


The Gemara cites a related incident: A certain orchard [bustana]! 
was adjacent to the wall of a mansion [apadna].\® The orchard 
was larger than two beit sea and was enclosed for the purpose of 
residence by a wall, part of which was the wall of the mansion. One 
day the outer wall of the mansion, which also served as a wall for 
the orchard, collapsed. Rav Beivai thought to say that we can rely 
upon one of the mansion’s inner walls to serve as a partition for 
the orchard and thereby permit one to carry there in the future as 
well. 


Rav Pappi said to him: Because you come from truncated 
[mula’ei] people," as Rav Beivai’s family traced their lineage to the 
house of Eli, all of whose descendants were destined to be short- 
lived (see 1 Samuel 2:31), you speak truncated [mulayata] matters, 
as the inner wall cannot be relied upon at all. That is because these 
walls were made for the inside of the mansion, and they were not 
made for the outside; that is, they were not designed from the 
outset to serve as partitions for the orchard. 


The Gemara relates: The Exilarch had a banqueting pavilion [ab- 
varneka ]'* in his orchard that was larger than two beit se'a and that 

had not been enclosed from the outset for the purpose of residence. 
The Exilarch said to Rav Huna bar Hinnana: Let the Master make 

some arrangement so that tomorrow, on Shabbat, we may eat 

bread there, i.e., so that we may be permitted to carry food and 

utensils from the house to the pavilion via the orchard. 


Rav Huna bar Hinnana went and erected a fence of reeds, each 
reed separated from the next by less than three handbreadths. That 
is to say, he erected two such partitions" between the house and the 
pavilion with a passageway between them, through which the Exi- 
larch and his men could carry whatever they needed, as the parti- 
tions were constructed in the proper manner for the purpose of 
residence. Rava, however, went 


Two partitions — nixomia mw: This is referring to a case in which 
an enclosure larger than the area necessary to grow two mea- 
sures of grain was not initially enclosed for the purpose of resi- 
dence, and one wall of the enclosure was breached to a length 


HALAKHA 


of more than ten cubits before being closed off by a partition. If 
this latter partition falls as well, then once again it is prohibited 
to carry within the enclosure, even if there is another partition 
present (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 358:14). 
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and removed the reeds, as he maintained that they were unneces- 
sary; he regarded the entire orchard as having been enclosed for the 
purpose of residence, owing to the banqueting pavilion. Rav Pappa 
and Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, went after him and collected 
the reeds, so as to prevent Rav Huna bar Hinnana from restoring the 
partitions, as they were Rava’s students and wanted to enforce his 
ruling. 


On the following day, on Shabbat, Ravina raised an objection" to 
Rava’s opinion from a baraita which states: In the case of anew town, 
we measure the Shabbat limit from its settled area, from where it is 
actually inhabited; and in the case of an old town, we measure the 
Shabbat limit from its wall, even if it is not inhabited up to its wall." 


What is a new town, and what is an old town? A new town is one 
that was first surrounded by a wall, and only afterward settled, 
meaning that the town’s residents arrived after the wall had already 
been erected; an old town is one that was first settled, and only af- 
terward surrounded by a wall. Ravina raised his objection: And this 
orchard should also be considered like a town that was first sur- 
rounded by a wall and only afterward settled, as it had not been 
enclosed from the outset for the purpose of residence. Even if a 
dwelling was later erected there, this should not turn it into a place 
that had been enclosed for the purpose of residence. 


Seeing that an additional objection could be raised against his teach- 
er's position, Rav Pappa said to Rava: Didn’t Rav Asi say that the 
temporary screens erected by architects" to serve as protection 
against the sun and the like are not deemed valid partitions? Ap- 
parently, since it was erected only for privacy, and not for the 
purpose of permanent dwelling, it is not considered a valid parti- 
tion. Here too, then, with regard to the fence around the orchard, 
since it was erected only for privacy, it should not be considered 
a valid partition. 


And Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said to Rava: Didn’t Rav 
Huna say that a partition made for resting objects" alongside it and 
thereby providing them with protection is not considered a valid 
partition? 


This is as Rabba bar Avuh did, when he constructed an eiruv sepa- 
rately for each row of houses in the whole town of Mehoza, due to 
the ditches from which the cattle would feed that separated the rows 
of houses from one another.’ Shouldn’t such cattle ditches" be 
considered like a partition made for resting objects alongside it? 
Such a partition is invalid. All these proofs indicate that Rava was 
wrong to remove the reed fences erected by Rav Huna bar Hinnana, 
for those fences were indeed necessary. 


With regard to the resolution of this incident, the Exilarch recited 
the following verse about these Rabbis: “They are wise to do evil, 
but to do good they have no knowledge” (Jeremiah 4:22), as on 
Friday they ruined the arrangement that Rav Huna bar Hinnana had 
made to permit carrying from the house to the pavilion, and the next 
day all they could do was prove that they had acted improperly the 
day before and that it was prohibited to carry in the orchard. 


We learned in the mishna: Rabbi Elai said: I heard from Rabbi 
Eliezer that one is permitted to carry in a garden or karpef, even if 
the garden is the size of a beit kor, thirty times larger than a beit sea. 
The Gemara notes that all agree that what the mishna taught was not 
in accordance with the opinion of Hananya, as it was taught in a 
baraita that Hananya says: One is permitted to carry even ifit is the 
size of of forty beit se‘a, like the court of a king. 


NOTES — 
Ravina raised an objection — x»21 INK: According to 
Rabbeinu Hananel's reading of the text, Ravina’s argument 
constitutes an objection against Rava, rather than support, 
as claimed by Rashi in his first explanation. Rav Pappa and 
Rav Huna, son of Rabbi Yehoshua, attempt to answer the 
objection. 


A partition made for resting [nahat] — mwyg nxm 
nm: Some commentaries explain that a partition made for 
resting is referring to a partition on which people generally 
walk; its status as a partition is then nullified (Ra’avad). Other 
authorities read: A partition that is not made for nahat, and 
state that it is referring to a partition that was intended to 
be moved, rather than one made to be fixed in one spot 
(Rambam and others). 


Cattle ditches — tin 137 x9: The Arukh explains that this 
is a pit in which oxen rest. According to the explanation 
that a partition made for nahat is referring to a partition on 
which people walk, the reference in this context is to a pit 
that does not have real partitions. Rather, it is partitioned off 
by being lower than its surroundings. However, the people 
tending the animals continually walk on this partition and 
trample it down (see Meiri). 


HALAKHA 
New and old towns — mg man vy: In the case of a 
new town, one that was first surrounded by a wall and only 
afterward settled, the Shabbat limit is measured from its 
settled area, rather than from its wall. However, in the case 
of an old town, which was first settled and only afterward 
surrounded by a wall, the limit is measured from the wall, 
as stated in the baraita (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 398:1). 


Screens of architects - Poort nixon: A partition that 
was constructed for a purpose other than to establish an 
enclosure for residence, such as a partition erected by a 
builder to rest objects against it, serves as a partition to 
permit one to carry, but does not render a place enclosed 
for the purpose of residence (based on the Rosh; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 362:1). 


BACKGROUND 


The eiruv of Mehoza — Xtina ary: Rows of houses sepa- 
rated by cattle ditches require a separate joining of court- 
yards [eiruv] for each row. 


Rows of houses separated by cattle ditches 
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Rabbi Yohanan said: Both Rabbi Elai and Hananya derived their 
opinion from the same verse," as it is stated: “And it came to pass, 
before Isaiah was gone out into the middle courtyard, that the 
word of the Lord came to him, saying” (11 Kings 20:4). In the bibli- 
cal text, it is written: “The city [hair]; and we read it as: “The 
middle courtyard [hatzer],”" as there is a difference in this verse 
between the written word and how it is spoken. From here it is 
derived that royal courts were as large as intermediate-sized cities. 
Consequently, there is no contradiction, as the central courtyard of 
the royal palace was itself like a small town. 


The Gemara explains: With regard to what principle do Rabbi Elai 
and Hananya disagree? One Sage, Rabbi Elai, maintains: Interme- 
diate-sized towns are the size ofa field that had an area of a beit kor; 
and one Sage, Hananya, maintains: They are the size of forty sea. 


The Gemara asks about the Biblical narrative cited above: What did 
Isaiah need to do there in the middle court, i.e., why was he there? 
The Gemara answers: Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan 
said: This teaches that Hezekiah took ill, and Isaiah went and 
established a Torah academy at his door, so that Torah scholars 
would sit and occupy themselves with Torah outside his room, the 
merit of which would help Hezekiah survive. 


Based on this, it is derived, with regard to a Torah scholar who 
took ill, that one establishes an academy at the entrance to his 
home. The Gemara comments: This, however, is not a proper 
course of action, as perhaps they will come to provoke Satan 
against him." Challenging Satan might worsen the health of a sick 
person rather than improve it. 


The mishna cites another statement made by Rabbi Elai in the name 
of Rabbi Eliezer: And I also heard from him another halakha: If 
one of the residents of a courtyard forgot and did not join in an 
eiruv with the other residents, and on Shabbat he ceded ownership 
of his share in the courtyard to the other residents, it is prohibited 
for him, the one who forgot to establish an eiruv, to bring in objects 
or take them out from his house to the courtyard; but it is permitted 
to the other residents to bring objects from their houses to that 
other person’s house via the courtyard, and vice versa. 


The Gemara raises an objection: Didn’t we learn in a mishna: It is 
prohibited for the one who forgot to establish an eiruv to bring in 
objects or take them out from his house to the courtyard, and for 
the other residents who did make an eiruv, to take out objects from 
the house to the courtyard or to bring them into the house from 
the courtyard. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said that Rav Sheshet said: This 
is not difficult. 


NOTES 


Both derived their opinion from the same verse - omw 
WT INK IPA: Both Sages agree that a large courtyard can 
be the size of a medium-sized town. This idea is based on the 
substitution of the word courtyard for the word town. They 
teach that both descriptions are correct: Utilized as a courtyard 
and the size of a town. 


It is written...but we read — }2771 273: In the method ap- 
plied in this context, which is also utilized by the Radak in 
his commentary on the Bible, there is no contradiction be- 
tween how the word is written and how it is read. In addition, 
the way the word is read does not come to correct the way 
it is written; both the written version and the way the word 


is read teach a particular idea, and each teaches something 
about the other. 


They might come to provoke Satan against him - mpd Palsy 
Jew ma: According to a number of commentators, including 
Rashi, it is inappropriate to establish a Torah academy near the 
residence of a sick person, because in the course of their studies, 
Torah scholars engage in heated arguments about the meaning 
of the Torah. Consequently, there is a concern that Satan, who 
is most active in times of danger, will provoke the scholars and 
will cause them to come to erroneous conclusions as a result of 
their arguments, even though they are for the sake of Heaven 
(Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto). 
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This, the mishna here, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer, while that, the other mishna, is in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis. 


Rav Sheshet adds: When you examine the matter closely," you 
will find that according to the statement of Rabbi Eliezer, one 
who renounces his authority over his share in the courtyard” 
to the other residents of the courtyard also renounces his author- 
ity over his own house. However, according to the opinion of 
the Rabbis, one who renounces his authority over his share 
in the courtyard to the other residents does not renounce his 
authority over his own house to them. 


The Gemara expresses surprise at this comment: But it is obvious 
that this is the point over which the tanna’im disagree. 


The Gemara answers: Rahava said: Both Rav Huna bar Hinnana 
and I explained: Rav Sheshet’s explanation was necessary only 
with regard to the case of five people who lived in the same 
courtyard, one of whom forgot to join in an eiruv with the others. 


According to the statement of Rabbi Eliezer, when he renounc- 
es his authority, he need not renounce it to each and every one 

of the residents, as we already know that Rabbi Eliezer holds that 
one who renounces authority does so in a generous manner," re- 
nouncing authority not only of his share in the courtyard, but also 

of his own house. Consequently, if he is required to renounce 

authority to many people, we assume that he does so even if this 

is not explicitly stated. 


In contrast, according to the opinion of the Rabbis, when he 
renounces his authority, it does not suffice that he renounces it 
in favor of one person; rather, he must explicitly renounce it to 
each and every one, as we cannot presume that he renounces 
authority in a generous manner." 


The Gemara continues: In accordance with which tanna is the 

ruling that was taught in the following baraita? If five people lived 

in the same courtyard, and one of them forgot and did not join 

in an eiruv with the other residents, when he renounces his au- 
thority, he need not renounce his authority to each and every 

one of the residents. The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose 

opinion is it? It is in accordance with Rabbi Eliezer, as explained 

above. 


Rav Kahana taught the passage this way, as cited above, that it 
was Rahava and Rav Huna bar Hinnana who applied Rav Sheshet’s 
explanation to the case of the five people living in the same court- 
yard. Rav Tavyomei, on the other hand, taught it as follows, that 
it was Rav Sheshet himself who applied it to that case: In accor- 
dance with which tanna is the ruling that was taught in the fol- 
lowing baraita? If five people lived in the same courtyard, and 
one of them forgot and did not join in an eiruv with the other 
residents, when he renounces his authority, he need not re- 
nounce his authority to each and every one of the residents. This 
statement is in accordance with whose opinion? Rav Huna bar 
Yehuda said that Rav Sheshet said: In accordance with whom? 
In accordance with Rabbi Eliezer. 


Rav Pappa said to Abaye: According to the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer, which presumes that one renounces his authority over his 
house as well, if one who forgot to join in an eiruv with the other 
residents of the courtyard explicitly stated: I am not renouncing 
authority of my house, and likewise, according to the opinion of 
the Rabbis, if he explicitly stated: I am renouncing authority of 
my house, what is the halakha in such cases? 


NOTES 


When you examine [keshetimtzei lomar] — *xi»nwa 
2h: This is a talmudic expression meaning: If you ex- 
amine the matter and investigate its roots. It is gener- 
ally used when the Gemara seeks to clarify the basis 
of a dispute or to present a certain opinion in a more 
complete and inclusive manner. 

Some commentaries explain the expression kes- 
hetimtzei lomar literally, based on the word metzia, 
which means a found object: If you examine and in- 
vestigate, you will find a clear result (Rashi). Other au- 
thorities explain the phrase as meaning, If you exhaust 
[keshetematzeh] the issue to its depths, you will arrive at 
the following conclusion (Shita Mekubbetzet). 


Renouncing authority over one’s share in a court- 
yard — ier mw biwa: In the Jerusalem Talmud the 
converse is stated: According to the Rabbis, one who 
renounces authority over his own house does not cede 
ownership of his share in the courtyard. Due to that 
resident's share in the courtyard, all are prohibited to 
carry from his house to the courtyard. 


Renouncing authority in a generous manner -bwa 
ma) pya: According to Rahava's explanation, the dispute 
between Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis is based on the 
question of whether one who renounces authority 
does so entirely willingly and includes everyone, or 
whether, as the Rabbis assume, one does not re- 
nounce more than the absolute minimum and con- 
sequently must demonstrate his intention if he wishes 
to renounce more. Rav Pappa subsequently raises the 
question of whether the dispute is in fact based on 
the manner of renouncing authority, or if it is based 
on other matters. 


HALAKHA 


One who renounces authority over his share in the 
courtyard — mw Spann: One who renounces au- 
thority over his part in a courtyard does not renounce 
authority over his own house, in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
380:1). 


Renouncing authority to many people - nw bwa 
vab: If one resides with several people in he same 
courtyard, but did not participate in the joining o 
courtyards [eiruv] with them and consequently needs 
o renounce his authority over his share in the court- 
yard, he must renounce it to each and every one o 
hem. According to Rambam, one must say to each o 
he neighbors that he is renouncing his authority to 
hat neighbor. Other authorities rule that it is sufficien 
or him to say: | renounce my authority to all of you (Tur; 
Maggid Mishne). Some later commentaries teach tha 
he Rambam does not dispute this, and that his ruling 
should not be read that narrowly (Arukh HaShulhan). 
The Shulhan Arukh HaRav rules in accordance with the 
atter approach (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 380:1). 
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HALAKHA 


Once one reveals his wishes, he has revealed them — oan w2 
toy mn: If one explicitly says that he is renouncing authority 
over his own house as well, it is considered renounced (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 380:2). 


BACKGROUND 


Arkablin - phan: A wide range of identities have been sug- 
gested for the plant called arkablin or akrablin. Indeed, it is 
doubtful whether all of the references to it in the Talmud are 
referring to the same plant. One proposed identity is a plant 
from the family of the scorpion’s tail, Heliotropium. These are 
annual or perennial plants, whose flowers have the appearance 
of a scorpion's tail. 

These plants grow wild in various parts of Eretz Yisrael. Some 
species are cultivated for decorative purposes, due to their 
shape and scent. The leaves of several similar species were 
used for the extraction of various medicines, and they are also 
apparently mentioned in the Talmud. 


Hairy scorpion’ tail 


Atzvata haruziyata — KOK» XIMYX: One tradition with 
regard to atzvata haruziyata identifies the arkablin with a prickly 
climber, a species of spurge, possibly Euphorbia officinalis. 
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The Gemara clarifies: Is Rabbi Fliezer’s reason because he main- 
tains in general that one who renounces authority over his share 
in a courtyard to the other residents presumably also renounces 
to them authority over his own house, but that since this person 
explicitly stated: I am not renouncing authority of my house, he 
therefore maintains his authority? 


Or perhaps Rabbi Eliezer’s reason is because people do not 
generally live in a house without a courtyard, and therefore 
anyone who renounces authority over his share in a courtyard 
automatically renounces authority over his own house regardless 
of what he says. Therefore, when he says: I am not renouncing 
authority over my house, it is not in his power to do so, as even 
though he says: I will continue to live in and retain authority over 
my house, he has said nothing. 


And the question likewise arises according to the opinion of the 

Rabbis. If one explicitly stated: I am renouncing authority of 
my house as well, what is the halakha? Is the reason for the opin- 
ion of the Rabbis because they maintain that one who renounc- 
es authority over his share in a courtyard to the other residents 

presumably does not renounce authority over his own house 

to them, but since this person explicitly stated: Iam renouncing 

authority over my house, the other residents should be permitted 

to carry? 


Or perhaps the for the opinion of the Rabbis is because one 
does not usually remove himself entirely from a house and 
courtyard, making himself like a guest among his neighbors. 
And therefore, when he states: I am renouncing authority over 
my house, it is not in his power to do so, and his statement is 


disregarded. 


Abaye said to Rav Pappa in answer to his question: Both accord- 
ing to the Rabbis and according to Rabbi Eliezer, once one has 
revealed his wishes, he has revealed them," and everything fol- 
lows his express wishes. 


The mishna records yet another teaching handed down by Rabbi 
Elai: And I also heard from Rabbi Eliezer another halakha, that 
one may fulfill his obligation to eat bitter herbs on Passover 
with arkablin,’ a certain bitter herb. The Gemara asks: What is 
arkablin? Reish Lakish said: It is Atzvata haruziyata,’ a type of 
fiber that wraps itself around a date palm. 
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In the course of the deliberation in the Mishna and Gemara in this chapter with re- 
gard to upright boards surrounding a well, one got a sense of the complexity of this 
leniency. On the one hand, there was a tendency to restrict the application of the 
halakhot of these upright boards. On the other hand, there was an effort to expand 
the scope of their validity and applicability. In practice, the leniency that allows plac- 
ing upright boards around wells is in effect only in the specific circumstance of wells 
containing spring water. Similarly, the time and place where this leniency is in effect 
is limited to wells containing spring water located on roads used by pilgrims on their 
ascent to Jerusalem for the three Festivals. At the same time, the Sages determined 
that all of the halakhot that apply to partitions, including all fundamental leniencies, 
may be applied to upright boards surrounding a well. Indeed, any partition suitable 
for use in any other circumstances may be used to surround a well. 


The other topic discussed in this chapter involves enclosures, gardens, or yards. From 
the perspective of their partitions, their status should be that of a private domain. 
However, they are not enclosed for residential purposes. The deliberations here, for 
all intents and purposes, revolved around a single fundamental principle: A com- 
parison between an ordinary courtyard and the courtyard of the Tabernacle. Just 
as the construction of and service in the Tabernacle serve as a paradigm for many 
of the halakhot of Shabbat, the courtyard of the Tabernacle serves as the prototype 

from which the measures of all courtyards in the halakhot of Shabbat are ascertained. 
Through their deliberations, the Sages determined which enclosures or yards are 

deemed similar to the courtyard of the Tabernacle, in which it is permitted to carry as 

in a full-fledged private domain, and which are those that exceed two beit sea, which 
was the area of the Tabernacle, and thus assume a distinct legal status. Although they 
are considered private domains by Torah law, the Sages prohibited carrying within 
them just as they prohibited carrying in courtyards and alleyways without an eiruv. 


This chapter also addressed additional topics. One was the concept of renunciation 
of rights, which can be effected by a resident of a courtyard who failed to contribute 
his part to the food designated for the joining of the courtyards before Shabbat. The 
manner in which renunciation of rights is accomplished, as well as its effect, were 
discussed in this chapter. 


Summary of 
Perek Il 
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Two topics are discussed in this chapter. One is placement of the eiruv, food for one 
meal, which is an inseparable component of the establishment of any eiruv, whether 
joining of courtyards, merging of alleyways, or joining of Shabbat boundaries. The 
necessity of contributing food to the eiruv is due to the fact that the place where 
one’s food is located is considered his residence. Consequently, inclusion of several 
people in a common meal creates a form of common ownership of the residence, 
the precise nature of which is discussed in the Gemara. Placement of one’s food in a 
specific location is, in a sense, tantamount to moving his residence to that location. 
The Gemara discusses several issues, among them, the types of food that may consti- 
tute a meal for the purpose of eiruv. Are there foods that are not suited for an eiruv? 
In addition, must all those who placed the eiruv have access to the food in order for 
the eiruv to be effective? 


Since the issue of the food suitable for placement in an eiruv applies both to halakhot 
of joining of the courtyards and joining of Shabbat boundaries, the Gemara in 
Chapter Three proceeds to discuss the latter subject: The halakhot of joining Shab- 
bat boundaries. The halakha — some say by Torah law while others say by rabbinic 
law — is that one may not travel more than two thousand cubits outside his place 
on Shabbat. However, in certain cases the Sages permitted establishing a joining of 
Shabbat boundaries that allows one to travel a longer distance. This is accomplished 
by placing food sufficient for two meals in a specific location that is not his place of 
residence; that location, for all intents and purposes, becomes his residence, and he 
may travel two thousand cubits from that location. 


There are many details involved in this universally accepted halakha, and in this 
chapter the Gemara elucidates how and when one places the food for the eiruy, as 
well as in what cases the eiruv is in effect and when it is invalidated due either to an 
inappropriate location or a problem with the food item itself. Similarly, the Gemara 
discusses whether the placement of the eiruv is an irreversible and unequivocal deci- 
sion to reside at that location, or whether it is possible to place the eiruv conditionally 
and to decide in the course of Shabbat when and in which direction the eiruv takes 
effect. These questions with regard to the halakhot of a joining of Shabbat boundaries 
are elucidated in this chapter and in those that follow. 
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A joining of the Shabbat boundaries: The sketch depicts a person's home and 
the Shabbat limit that surrounds it. If he places his eiruv in the designated 
location at the edge of the boundary, that becomes his residence for Shabbat, 
and he may proceed two thousand cubits from that point. In this way, he is 
permitted to return home on Friday night and in the morning travel to the edge 


of the area extended by the eiruv. 
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MI S HN AS One may establish a joining of houses 


in courtyards [eiruv hatzerot] in order to 
permit carrying on Shabbat in a courtyard shared by two or 
more houses, and one may establish a joining of Shabbat borders 
[eiruv tehumin] in order to extend the distance one is permitted 
to walk on Shabbat; and similarly, one may merge courtyards 
in order to permit carrying in an alleyway shared by two or more 
courtyards. This may be done with all kinds of food" except for 
water and salt," as they are not considered foods and therefore 
may not be used for these purposes. 


The mishna continues with two similar principles: All types of 
food may be bought with second-tithe money, which must be 
taken to Jerusalem and used to purchase food (Deuteronomy 
14:26), except for water and salt. Similarly, one who vows that 
nourishment is prohibited to him is permitted to eat water and 
salt, as they are not considered sources of nourishment. 


It was further stated with regard to the laws of joining courtyards 
that one may establish an eiruv tehumin for a nazirite with wine, 
even though he is prohibited to drink it, because it is permitted 
to others. And similarly, one may establish an eiruv tehumin for 
an Israelite with teruma, even though he may not eat it, because 
it is permitted to a priest. The food used for an eiruv tehumin 
must be fit for human consumption, but it is not essential that 
it be fit for the consumption of the one for whom it is being used. 
Summakhos, however, says: One may only establish an eiruv 
tehumin for an Israelite with unconsecrated food. 


It was additionally stated that one may establish an eiruv tehumin 
for a priest in a beit haperas,™ a field containing a grave that was 
plowed over. There is doubt as to the location of bone fragments 
in the entire area. A priest is prohibited to come into contact 
with a corpse, and therefore may not enter a beit haperas. Rabbi 
Yehuda says: An eiruv tehumin may be established for a priest 
even between the graves in a graveyard, an area which the priest 
may not enter by Torah law, 


since he can interpose between himself and the graves and go 
and eat the food that comprises the eiruv without contracting 
ritual impurity. 


bbi Yoh id: 
GEMARA Rabbi Yohanan said: One may not 


learn from general statements," i.e., 
when a general statement is made in a mishna using the word all, 
it is not to be understood as an all-inclusive, general statement 
without exceptions. This is true even in a place where it says 
the word except. Even in that case, there may be other excep- 
tions to the rule that are not listed. 


The Gemara notes: From the fact that Rabbi Yohanan said: Even 
in a place where it says except, this proves by inference that 
he was not relating to the general statement made here in the 
mishna, which uses the word except. To which mishna, then, 
was he relating when he formulated his principle? 


HALAKHA 


One may establish a joining of houses and one may merge 
courtyards with all kinds of food - pannwa pawa 523: One 
may establish an eiruv with all types of food except for water 
and salt. One may not create an eiruv even with both water 
and salt, unless they are mixed together (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 386:5). 


NOTES 


One may establish a joining of houses. ..with all kinds of 
food except for water and salt — p3 0»a7 pa YIN... pa wa 4pa 
roan: Two reasons are suggested in the Jerusalem Talmud for 
why one may not establish a joining of courtyards [eiruv] with 
water or salt: First, water and salt are not nourishing. Second, 
they serve as symbols and reminders of a curse. Water repre- 
sents the generation of the Flood, and salt is a reminder of the 
destruction of Sodom (see Genesis 19). 


Beit haperas — D151 Ma: All agree that a beit haperasis an area 
in which there is doubt concerning the location of a grave. 
However, the Sages of the Talmud disagreed about the specific 
circumstance: Some Sages held that it was known that there 
was a grave in the beit haperas, but the people forgot its exact 
location. Other Sages maintained that the phrase is referring 
to a field in which a grave was plowed over, and it is therefore 
likely that bones are scattered over a wide area. There are also 
other explanations. Nevertheless, all agree that the ritual im- 
purity of a beit haperas is rabbinic in origin and nota Torah law. 


LANGUAGE 


Beit haperas — D181 m3: Various explanations have been 
suggested for this ‘phrase. Some authorities explain that it 
comes from the word perisa, meaning spread out or widen- 
ing, because the ritual impurity is spread throughout the field 
(Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). Rashi teaches that 
the impurity in the field is perusa, meaning broken. Tosafot 
explain that the word is referring to footsteps, parsot, because 
people refrain from treading there. 

Other commentaries explain that this term is related to the 
Latin word forum, meaning plaza or in this context a plaza in 
front of a cemetery, or to the Greek equivalent pópoç, foros 
(Rabbi Binyamin Musafya). 


NOTES 


One may not learn from general statements — p2 ppd Px 
nihan: Some say that this only applies to tannaitic statements, 
since the tannaim speak in a terse style and occasionally fail to 
fully explain themselves. However, this principle is not appli- 
cable to the statements of amora‘im (see Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 
The Rashba, the Ritva, and other commentaries explained that 
this principle includes amoraic statements as well. In terms 
of determining the practical halakha, some authorities state 
that this principle is not to be taken literally. Rather, if there 
is a proof from a mishna or a baraita that indicates a ruling 
contrary to the general statement, the general statement is 
not considered to contradict it. However, in the absence of 
any proof to the contrary, one may in fact learn from general 
statements (Ramban). Others dispute this qualification (To- 
safot; see Yad Malakhi). 
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HALAKHA 
Anything that is carried upon a zav — by Kenw 4s 
ata aa: Anything that a zav carries is ritually impure 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMo- 
shav 6:6). 


Anything on which a zav is carried — KB) aT bs 
voy: Anything on which a zavis carried is ritually pure, 
provided that he does not touch it, e.g., if there is 
something intervening between the zav and the ob- 
ject utilized to carry him, and that the object is not 
designed for reclining or sitting (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 6:6). 


A human being who carries a zav — nts NWi37 OTN 
atm: One who carries a zav contracts ritual impurity, 
even if he does not have physical contact with the 
zav (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 6:6). 


The impurity of a saddle - 4a1x nnw: A saddle is 
susceptible to the ritual impurity contracted when a 
zav rides on something meant for riding (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 25:20). 


An eiruv of truffles and mushrooms — }'717233 00% 
ninwa: Truffles and mushrooms may not be used for 
an eiruv. Some say that if they are cooked, they may be 
used (Vilna Gaon; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 386:5). 


BACKGROUND 


A saddle and a pommel - D37) 931K: 


Pare! 


reg 


Construction of a Roman saddle with pommels 
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The Gemara answers: He was relating to a mishna found there: With 
regard to all time-bound, positive commandments, i.e., mitzvot 
that can only be performed at a certain time of the day, or during the 
day rather than at night, or on certain days of the year, men are ob- 
ligated to perform them and women are exempt. But positive com- 
mandments that are not time-bound, both women and men are 
obligated to perform. 


Is it a general principle that women are exempt from all time- 
bound, positive commandments without exception? But there is 
the commandment to eat matza on Passover, the commandment of 
rejoicing on a Festival, and the commandment of assembly in the 
Temple courtyard once every seven years during the festival of Sukkot 
following the Sabbatical Year, all of which are time-bound, positive 
commandments, and nevertheless, women are obligated to per- 
form them. 


Similarly, are women obligated in all positive commandments that 
are not time-bound? But there is the commandment of Torah study, 
the commandment to be fruitful and multiply, and the command- 
ment of redemption of the firstborn, all of which are positive com- 
mandments that are not time-bound, and nevertheless, women are 
exempt from them. Rather, Rabbi Yohanan said: One may not 
learn from general statements, even in a place where it says except, 
because it is always possible that there other exceptions to the rule. 


Abaye said, and some say it was Rabbi Yirmeya who said: We, too, 
have also learned a proof for Rabbi Yohanan’s principle from a mish- 
na: They stated yet another general principle: Anything that is 
carried upon a zav" is ritually impure. And anything on which a 
zavis carried" is ritually pure, except for an object suitable for lying 
or sitting upon and a human being," which become defiled if a zav 
is borne on them. The following objection may be raised: And is 
there nothing else? But there is an object upon which a person 
rides" that becomes impure, as explained in the Torah itself. 


The Gemara first asks: What are the circumstances of an object upon 
which one rides? If he sat upon it, it is a seat. If not, how does it 
become defiled? What is there that is suitable for riding upon but 
does not fall into the category of something upon which one lies or 
sits? The Gemara answers: We say as follows: There is the upper 
part of a saddle, which becomes ritually impure as a riding acces- 
sory and not as a regular seat. As it was taught in the Tosefta: A 
saddle upon which a zav sat is impure" as a seat of a zav, and the 
pommel,” which is attached to the front of the saddle and used by 
the rider to maintain his position or to assist in mounting, is impure 
as a riding accessory. Therefore, we see that the general statement 
found in the mishna omits that which is suitable for riding upon. 
Rather, conclude from this that one may not learn from general 
statements, even in a place where it says except. 


Ravina said, and some say it was Rav Nahman who said: We, too, 
have also learned a proof for Rabbi Yohanan’s principle from the 
mishna, which states: One may establish an eiruv and merge al- 
leyways with all kinds of food, except for water and salt. And is 
there nothing else? But there are truffles and mushrooms, which 
also may not be used for an eiruv" because they are not regarded as 
food. Rather, conclude from this that one may not learn from 
general statements, even in a place where it says except. 


The riding seat of a zav — 317 332: Rabbeinu Hananel had a vari- 
ant text that was slightly different from ours and which is preferred 


NOTES 


terms can apply to the same object, such as the saddle and the 
grip, which is connected to it. 


by the Rashba and some other commentaries. According to his 


version, the Gemara asks: But is there a riding seat? The Gemara 
then states: What is a riding seat? It is a saddle. Therefore, when he 
sits on it, it is a seat. The Gemara responds: But even according to 
your approach, the Torah mentions both something upon which 
one rides and something upon which one sits, implying that both 


A saddle and a pommel - D137) 431K: Tosafot ask: How is it pos- 
sible for one utensil to be defiled by two separate kinds of ritual 
impurity? They answer that a saddle and a pommel are two uten- 
sils: A saddle is used for sitting, even if it is not on an animal, while 
a pommel is only used when riding (Ritva). 
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We learned in the mishna: All types of food may be bought 
with second-tithe money, except for water and salt. Rabbi 
Eliezer and Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina both had the same tradi- 
tion, but one teaches it with regard to eiruv, and one teaches 
it with regard to the second tithe. 


The Gemara elaborates: One teaches this halakha with regard 
to the issue of eiruv, as follows: They only taught that one may 
not establish an eiruv with water or salt in the case of water 
by itself or salt by itself. But with water and salt together, one 
may indeed establish an eiruv." 


And the other one teaches this halakha with regard to the 
issue of the second tithe: They only taught that water or salt 
may not be bought with second-tithe money in the case of 
water by itself or salt by itself. But water and salt mixed to- 
gether may indeed be bought with second-tithe money." 


The Gemara comments: The one who teaches this law with 
regard to the second tithe, all the more so would he apply it 
to an eiruy, i.e., he would certainly maintain that water and salt 
together are suitable to be used for an eiruv. However, accord- 
ing to the one who teaches this law with regard to an eiruy, it 
applies only to an eiruv; but with regard to the second tithe, 
no, it does not apply. What is the reason for this distinction? 
For the second tithe, we require produce, as stated in the 
Torah, and even when water and salt are mixed together they 
do not have the status of produce. 


When Rabbi Yitzhak came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, 
he taught this law with regard to the second tithe. The Ge- 
mara raises an objection from the following baraita: Rabbi 

Yehuda ben Gadish testified before Rabbi Eliezer: In Fa- 
ther’s house they would buy fish brine with second-tithe 

money. He said to him: Perhaps you only heard this in a case 

where the fish’s innards were mixed with the brine. Since this 

mixture contains a small portion of the fish, the brine becomes 

significant enough to be purchased with second-tithe money. 
And even Rabbi Yehuda ben Gadish only said his statement 

with regard to brine, which is the fat of produce, i.e., because 

a certain amount of fish fat, which itself may be purchased with 

second-tithe money, is mixed in with the brine; but a mixture 

of water and salt alone may not be bought with it. 


In response to this difficulty, Rav Yosef said: 


Rabbi Yitzhak’s ruling that water and salt mixed together may 
be bought with second-tithe money was only necessary in a 
case where one added oil to them." But a mixture of water 
and salt alone may not be purchased with second-tithe money. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Ifso, let him derive that the mixture 
may be bought with second-tithe money because of the oil 
alone. The Gemara refutes this argument: No, it was neces- 
sary for a case in which one paid the value of the water and 
salt by including it in the payment for the oil. Although os- 
tensibly the money that he paid was for the oil, he added to 
the price of the oil in order to include payment for the water 
and salt that were mixed with it. 


HALAKHA 
An eiruv of water and salt - no 03 avy: Water and salt may not 
be used for an eiruv. However, when they are mixed together they 
may be used for an eiruv. Some authorities state that this only applies 
if oil was added to the mixture (Josafot; Hagahot Asheri; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 386:5). 


Water and salt with regard to the second tithe - send nba on 
w: Water and salt may not be purchased with second-tithe money, 
unless they were mixed together and some oil was added (Rambam 
Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni7:4). 


NOTES 
One added oil to them - pw pinb jaw: The commentaries disagree 
with regard to this issue. Most authorities rule that the addition of 
oil is necessary only to allow one to purchase salt and water with 
second-tithe money (Rif; Rambam). However, Tosafot, the Ritva, and 
other commentaries maintain that the addition of oil to the mixture 
of water and salt is required in order to use them for an eiruv as well. 


—— HALAKHA 

Water, salt, and oil - paw) mba m2: Water and salt may not be pur- 
chased with second-tithe money, unless oil was added to the mixture 
and payment for the water and salt was combined with the payment 
for the oil (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 7:10). 
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PERSONALITIES 


Ben Bag Bag - 33 33 Ja: The full name of this Sage 
was Rabbi Yohanan ben Bag Bag. He was one of 
the Sages of the Mishna from the generation of the 
destruction of the Second Temple. However, some 
commentaries state that he was a contemporary of 
Hillel and Shammai. Although only a few statements 
of Rabbi Yohanan ben Bag Bag are recorded in the 
Talmud and midrash, it appears that he was highly re- 
garded by the Sages of his generation. Indeed, Rabbi 
Yehuda ben Beteira wrote to him: | know that you are 
expert in the chambers of Torah. 

Some commentaries say that he was a son of 
converts and that ben Bag Bag was a nickname. To- 
safot claim that the nickname refers to the patriarch 
Avraham, to whose name the letter heh was added. 
The numerical value of bag [bet and gimmel] is five, 
corresponding to the numerical value of the letter 
heh. Other authorities explain that the word bag is 
an acronym for son of a convert [ben ger] and son of 
a female convert [ben giyoret]. 


HALAKHA 

An ox with its hide - iniy vaaby ‘3a: One may utilize 
second-tithe money to purchase an ox hide along 
with an ox or to acquire a jug along with wine, pro- 
vided that the payment for the hide or jug is included 
in the payment for the ox or wine. However, it is 
prohibited to make such purchases from a merchant. 
Since the merchant knows the price of the hide or 
jug, the payment for these objects cannot be consid- 
ered to have been absorbed in the other payments 
(Jerusalem Talmud; Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aser Sheni 8:1). 


Mead that has fermented — ywannwia tian: Mead 
that has fermented may be purchased with second- 
tithe money (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 
Sheni 7:6). 


NOTES 

| will carry his clothes after him - mxa Kain 
WAX: This expression, used by Rabbi Yohanan on 
several occasions, conveys extreme deference. Bring- 
ing clothes to the bathhouse for the master was a 
task only performed by a Canaanite slave, not by a 
student for his teacher or even by a Jewish servant 
for his master. 


Mead - m5: Some commentaries explain that 
mead is water poured over wine sediment. The water 
absorbs some of the taste of the wine and becomes 
similar to wine (see Meri). 
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The Gemara asks: But if something may not be bought with second-tithe 
money, is one permitted to buy it by including it in the payment for 
something which may be bought with second-tithe money? The Ge- 
mara answers: Yes, and so it was taught in the following baraita: Ben 
Bag Bag’ says in exposition of the verse: “And you shall bestow that 
money on all that your heart desires, on oxen, on sheep, on wine, on 
strong drink, on whatever your soul requests” (Deuteronomy 14:26): 


“On oxen” teaches that one may buy an ox and include in its price pay- 


ment for its hide." Although the hide cannot be eaten, it may be bought 
together with the ox, and it does not acquire the sanctity of the second 
tithe. “On sheep” teaches that one may buy a sheep and include in its 
price payment for its fleece, which is used for purposes other than eat- 
ing. “On wine” teaches that one may buy wine and include in its price 
payment for its jug. “On strong drink” teaches that one is permitted 
to buy not only actual wine, but one may buy even mead, water in which 
grape seeds are soaked, once it has fermented and acquired the flavor 
of wine. 


Having cited ben Bag Bag’s exposition of the verse, the Gemara contin- 
ues: Rabbi Yohanan said: Whoever interprets the words “on oxen” for 
me in accordance with the opinion of ben Bag Bag, I will carry his 
clothes after him" into the bathhouse, i.e., I will honor him to such an 
extent that I will be prepared to treat him as a servant treats his master. 


Whatis the reason for Rabbi Yohanan’s difficulty? All parts of the verse 
cited above are necessary, except for the expression “on oxen,” which 
is not necessary. The Gemara clarifies: For what purpose are all the 
other words necessary? As, if the Torah had written only “on oxen,” I 
might have said that it is only an ox that may be bought together with 
its hide with second-tithe money because the hide is an inseparable 
part of its body, and therefore it is not considered an independent en- 
tity from its flesh. But as for buying a sheep together with its fleece, 
which is not an inseparable part of its body because the fleece can be 
removed from the sheep while it is alive, you might say no, second-tithe 
money may not be spent in this manner. It was therefore necessary to 
state “on sheep.” 


And if the Torah had also written “on sheep,” teaching that one may 
buy even a sheep with second-tithe money together with its fleece, I 
might have said that it is only a sheep that may be bought together with 
its fleece because the fleece is attached to it, and therefore it is consid- 
ered part of the animal. But as for buying wine together with its jug, 
you might say no, second-tithe money may not be spent this way. It was 
therefore necessary to state “on wine.” 


And if the Torah had also written “on wine,’ indicating that one may 
even buy wine together with its jug with second-tithe money, I might 
still have said that this is because the jug is needed for the wine's pres- 
ervation, as there is no way to carry wine without some sort of con- 
tainer. But as for mead" that has fermented," which is mere acidity, 
you might say no, it should not be included among the items that may 
be bought with second-tithe money. Therefore, the Torah wrote: “On 
strong drink.” 


The necessity of each word much be proven in the opposite order as well. 
And if the Torah had only written “on strong drink,” I might have said: 
What is meant by strong drink? Dried figs from the town of Ke’ila, 
which are choice and juicy figs that can have an intoxicating effect. They 
are therefore considered produce and not merely mead. But as for buy- 
ing wine together with its jug, you might say no, this may not be done 

with second-tithe money, and therefore it was necessary to state “on 

wine. 


And if the Torah had also written “on wine,” indicating that one may 
buy even wine together with its jug with second-tithe money, I might 
have said that this is because the jug is needed for the wine’s preserva- 
tion. But as for buying a sheep together with its fleece, you might say 
no, this may not be done with second-tithe money. Therefore, the Torah 
stated “on sheep,” to teach that a sheep may be bought with second- 
tithe money even together with its fleece. 
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If so, why do I need the words “on oxen”? If one may purchase a sheep 

together with its fleece with second-tithe money, it should certainly be 

permitted to buy an ox together with its hide. And if you say that if the 

Torah had not written “on oxen,” I might have said that a sheep to- 
gether with its hide, yes, it may be bought with second-tithe money, 
but together with its fleece, no, it may not be bought; therefore, the 

Torah wrote “on oxen,” to include its hide, and so “on sheep” remains 

available for interpretation to include its fleece, i.e., that a sheep may 
be bought even together with its fleece. Therefore, the words “on oxen” 
are necessary, for without them I would have understood “on sheep” 
differently. 


This argument can, however, be refuted: Even if the Torah had not 
written “on oxen,” I would not have said that a sheep together with its 

hide, yes, it may be bought with second-tithe money, but together with 

its fleece, no, it may not. For if it were so, the Torah should have writ- 
ten “on oxen,” in which case the words “on sheep” would remain 

available for interpretation. “On sheep” can be explained in two ways, 
both in reference to its hide as well as in reference to its fleece. Had the 

Torah wanted to teach only that an animal may be bought together with 
its hide but not with its fleece, it would have written “on oxen” only, 
which would have left no room for error, as oxen do not have fleece. 


And since the Torah writes “on sheep,” teaching that a sheep may be 
bought with second-tithe money even together with its fleece, why do 
Ineed the words “on oxen”? These words are now entirely superfluous. 
If a sheep may be bought together with its fleece, is it necessary to 
state that an ox may be bought together with its hide? This is what 
Rabbi Yohanan meant when he said: Whoever interprets the words 

“on oxen” for me in accordance with the opinion of ben Bag Bag, I will 
carry his clothes after him into the bathhouse. 


The Gemara now returns to the tannaitic disagreement pertaining to 
buying fish brine with second-tithe money: With regard to what prin- 
ciple do Rabbi Yehuda ben Gadish, and Rabbi Eliezer, and these 
tanna’im whose views will be cited below, disagree? The Gemara ex- 
plains: Rabbi Yehuda ben Gadish and Rabbi Eliezer expound the 
verse based on the principle of amplifications and restrictions, and 
these tanna’im expound it based on the principle of generalizations 
and details," which is a different approach to biblical exegesis. 


Rabbi Yehuda ben Gadish and Rabbi Eliezer expound the verse based 
on the principle of amplifications and restrictions. When the verse 
states: “And you shall bestow the money on all that your heart desires’ 
(Deuteronomy 14:26), it has amplified. When it then states: “On oxen, 
on sheep, on wine, and on strong drink,” it has restricted its discus- 
sion to certain specific items. When it concludes with the phrase: “On 
whatever your soul requests,” it has once again amplified. According 
to this exegetical approach, we conclude that since it amplified and 
restricted and once again amplified, it has amplified the general cat- 
egory to include everything. What has it amplified the category to 
include? It has amplified the category to include everything. And what 
has it restricted from inclusion in the category? Only one thing: Ac- 
cording to Rabbi Eliezer, it restricted brine from inclusion because 
brine is not at all similar to the items listed in the verse; according to 
Rabbi Yehuda ben Gadish, it restricted water and salt. 


NOTES 


Amplification and restriction, and generalization and de- 
tail - p11 bo vay na: Amplification and restriction and 
generalization and detail are two exegetical approaches to 
biblical verses. They are attributed to Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi 
Yishmael, respectively. Nevertheless, all of the Sages would 
generally use both of these methods except for certain circum- 
stances in which each would insist on using his own specific 
approach. 

Both methods are applied to biblical verses in which there 
is a general statement followed by specific examples of the 
same law. Depending on the presentation, there may be an 


amplification and restriction or a generalization and detail; a 
restriction and amplification or a detail and generalization; or an 
amplification and restriction and amplification or a generaliza- 
tion and detail and generalization. 

The principle of generalization and detail views the example 
mentioned in the verse as providing detail through an expla- 
nation and definition of the general rule. Consequently, the 
detail always limits the scope of the generalization, while the 
generalization is almost always an expansion of the specific 
example cited. 

On the other hand, the method of amplification and 


restriction assumes that the specific case mentioned in the 
verse is not meant as an example but as a defining feature that 
limits the generalization by indicating what is not included 
in the amplification. When an amplification is followed by a 
restriction, and these two expressions are followed by another 
amplification, the only items excluded from the generaliza- 
tion are those that totally differ from the restriction. Therefore, 
this method of exegesis tends to be more inclusive than the 
principle of a generalization and detail and generalization, in 
which the final generalization expands the detail to include 
items similar to it. 
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NOTES 

Fish are regarded as having grown from the 
ground — yp? yma at: As explained here, 
the category of things that have grown from the 
ground includes anything that receives suste- 
nance from the ground. Therefore, even fish can 
be considered to have grown from the ground, as 
they are indirectly nourished by it. 


HALAKHA 


What may be bought with second-tithe money — 
wyn ypa nips ma: One may utilize second-tithe 
money to purchase food fit for human consump- 
tion, which includes produce and anything else 
that grows from the ground. This ruling is in ac- 
cordance with the Rambam's interpretation of the 
mishna (Radbaz; Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aser Sheni 7:3). 


Perek III 
Daf28 Amuda 


HALAKHA 

If one ate a putita - K935 Sow: If one ate a water 
insect known as a putita, one is liable to receive 
four sets of lashes. According to the Rambam, 
the reason for this is that one has violated several 
different types of prohibitions. Most authorities 
concur with the Rambam's conclusion, but explain 
it differently (see Maggid Mishne; Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 2:23). 
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And these other tanna’im expound the verse according to the principle 
of generalizations and details, as it was taught in a baraita: The phrase: 
“And you shall bestow the money on all that your heart desires” is a 
generalization, as no particular type of food is specified. The phrase: “On 
cattle, on sheep, on wine, and on strong drink” is a detail, as specific 
types of food are mentioned. When the verse concludes: “On whatever 
your soul requests,” it has generalized again, as no specific type of food 
is mentioned. Since the verse is formulated as a generalization, and a 
detail, and a generalization, you may deduce that the verse is referring 
only to items similar to the detail. Just as the items mentioned in the 
detail are clearly defined as the produce of produce, i.e., not only the 
produce itself but also things that come from it, such as the calf that comes 
from a cow or grapes from a seed, and they are also things grown from 
the ground, as all of these items grow from the ground or receive their 
main sustenance from it, so it includes all things that are the produce of 
produce and are grown from the ground. 


And it was taught in the other baraita: Just as the items mentioned in 
the detail are clearly defined as the offspring of the offspring of the 
earth, i.e., things that come from items that came from the ground, so it 
includes all things that are the offspring of the offspring of the earth. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between these two 

baraitot? Abaye said: There is a practical difference between them with 

regard to fish. According to the one who said that we apply the law to 

that which is the produce of produce and grown from the ground, fish 

are regarded as having grown from the ground." However, according to 

the one who said we apply it to that which is the offspring of the off- 
spring of the earth, fish were created from water. Therefore, they are 

not of the offspring of the earth, and consequently they are not included 

among the items that may be purchased with second-tithe money." 


The Gemara asks: Did Abaye say that fish are regarded as having been 
grown from the ground? Didn’t Abaye say the following? 


If one ate a putita," a certain water insect, he is given four sets of lashes," 
as he has transgressed four separate negative Torah commandments, two 
that relate to creeping animals in general and two that relate to water in- 
sects in particular. Ifhe ate an ant, he is given five sets of lashes for violat- 
ing the two general prohibitions and another three negative command- 
ments stated with regard to insects that creep upon the earth. If he ate a 
hornet, he is given six sets of lashes, for in addition to the prohibitions 
applying to an ant, he has transgressed a prohibition stated with regard 
to flying insects. And if it is correct that something that lives in water is 
considered as growing from the ground, one who eats a putita should 
also be given lashes for violating the following prohibition: “And every 
creeping thing that creeps upon the earth is a detestable thing; it shall 
not be eaten” (Leviticus 11:41). Rather, fish must certainly not be consid- 
ered as growing from the ground, and therefore this explanation is to be 
rejected. 


NOTES 


If one ate a putita, he is given four sets of lashes — api KDD bone 
yar: The Arukh provides the mnemonic talas, representing the four 
prohibitions one violates in this case: The first is a prohibition against 
non-kosher seafood: “Of their flesh you shall not eat [tokheilu]” (Leviti- 
cus 11:11). The second and third prohibitions, which pertain to creep- 
ing animals in general, are derived from the phrases: “You shall not 
[al] make your souls abominable,’ and “And you shall not [/o] make 
yourselves unclean with them” (Leviticus 11:43). The fourth prohibi- 
tion is derived from the additional verse that references non-kosher 
fish: “That does not have fins [senappir]" (Leviticus 11:10). 


According to Abaye, if one violates numerous prohibitions at one 
ime while eating, even if the prohibitions are included in a single 
category, he is liable to receive a separate set of lashes for each time 
he Torah expresses the prohibition. This is the opinion of the Ra’avad 
and the Ramban, and it is also implied by Rashi and the geonim. 
However, the Rambam maintains that one is not punished with 
multiple sets of lashes unless he has transgressed multiple prohibi- 
ions of different types. One who eats a putita receives distinct sets 
of lashes because it falls under the separate categories of a creeping 
and animal, a water insect, and a flying insect. 
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Rather, Ravina said: There is a practical difference between the 
two baraitot with regard to fowl. According to the one who said 
that one may use second-tithe money only to purchase food which 
is the produce of produce and grown from the ground," these 
fowl are also regarded as having grown from the ground. However, 
according to the one who said that we apply it to that which is the 
offspring of the offspring of the earth, these fowl were created 
from mud" and not from the ground, and consequently they are 
not included among the items that may be bought with second-tithe 
money." 


These two distinct opinions are both based upon the exegetical 
principle of a generalization and a detail. The Gemara now asks: 
What is the reason of the one who includes fowl, and what is the 
reason of the one who excludes fowl? 


The Gemara explains: The one who includes fowl holds that when 
there is a generalization, a detail, and another generalization, the 
latter generalization is primary. Therefore, the rule is similar to 
that governing a detail followed by a generalization, which main- 
tains that the generalization is considered an addition to the de- 
tail, and all other items are included. However, the first general- 
ization is effective in excluding anything that is not similar to it 
in two respects, as it is nonetheless a case of a generalization, a 
detail, and a generalization. Therefore, he excludes anything that 
does not grow from the ground and is not the produce of produce. 


And the one who excludes fowl holds that the first generalization 
is primary. Therefore, a generalization, detail, and generalization’ 
is similar to a single generalization that is followed by a detail, with 
regard to which we maintain that the generalization only includes 
that which is spelled out in the detail. Therefore, with regard to 
these items mentioned in the verse, yes, one may purchase them 
with second-tithe money. With regard to something else, no, one 
may not. However, the latter generalization is effective to include 
anything that is similar to it in three respects, namely, it is the 
produce of produce, grows from the ground, and is offspring of the 
offspring of the earth, to the exclusion of fowl. 


Rav Yehuda said in the name of Rav Shmuel bar Sheilat, who said 
in the name of Rav: One may establish an eiruv with cheap and 
unimportant produce such as cress, purslane,’ and sweet clover,® 
but one may not establish an eiruv with green grain’ or with unripe 
dates." 


The produce of produce and grown from the ground - 15 
PY hepa 19: The Jerusalem Talmud offers a slightly differ- 
ent version of this disagreement, according to which Rabbi 
Yishmael requires that an item be the offspring of offspring of 
the earth. Rabbi Akiva derives that something purchased with 
second-tithe money must be produce, the produce of produce, 
or that which facilitates the production of produce. According 
to Rabbi Yishmael, fowl, grasshoppers, truffles, and mushrooms 
are excluded from this category. 


Fowl were created from mud - 8923 pp pa niaiy: This idea 
is derived from a comparison of the two verses that relate to 
the creation of fowl in Genesis. The first is:“And God said: Let the 
waters swarm with moving creatures that have life, and let birds 
fly above the earth in the open firmament of heaven” (Genesis 
1:20). The second is:“And out of the ground the Lord God formed 
every beast of the field and every bird of the heaven” (Genesis 
2:19). By combining the two verses, the Sages expounded that 


Fowl bought with second-tithe money - Wy +9033 Nisiy: 
Second-tithe money may be used for the purchase of poultry 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 7:12). 


An eiruv of unripe dates and sweet clover — ni523 30y 
DiI: It is prohibited to establish an eiruv with unripe 


“Fei were created from a mixture of water and earth, i.e., from 
mud (Hullin 27b). 


The nature of a generalization, detail, and generalization — 
bos bi bs bw av: Both approaches that are explained in 

this context in the Gemara agree that the exegetical method 

of a generalization, a detail, and a generalization is not an in- 
dependent method of derivation and exposition. Rather, it is a 

compound method that elaborates upon a more basic exegeti- 
cal principle. The Sages disagreed whether it is as an elaboration 

of the principle of a generalization followed by a detail, or that 
of a detail followed by a generalization. Indeed, the list of seven 

methods by which the Torah is expounded according to the ap- 
proach of Hillel the Elder does not include that of a generaliza- 
tion, a detail, and a generalization, even though it includes the 

method of a generalization and a detail, as well as that of a detail 

and a generalization. 


dates, in accordance with the view of Rav. In addition, one may 
not utilize sweet clover that hardened into seed. This ruling 
appears to follow the second approach in the Gemara, since 
no distinction is made between one who has many children 
and one who has only a few children (Shu/han Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 386:5). 


Purslane [halaglogot] - nisin: The word halaglogot 
probably refers to a special, wide-leaved strain of the plant 
nowadays known as common purslane, Portulaca oleracea. 
It is an annual plant that sprawls along the ground with 
fleshy, highly intertwined leaves and branches. It grows wild, 
mainly in the summer, in well-irrigated places. It is common 
in all areas of Eretz Yisrael, as well as in neighboring countries. 
Purslane is gathered as food and can be eaten raw or 
pickled. Occasionally, it is even cultivated for this purpose. 


Purslane plant 


Sweet clover [gudgedaniyyot] — nvy13713: This plant is a spe- 
cies of sweet clover, Melilotus alba. Most early commentaries 
explained that this plant is a type of honey Melilotus, an an- 
nual or perennial plant from the legume family, which grows 
very tall in the wild. These plants have clover leaves, and their 
fruit grows in the form of pods that contain one or two seeds. 
This plant is usually used as animal fodder, although its seeds 
are also fit for human consumption. In the past, it was used 
for medicinal purposes as well. 


Sweet clover 


Green grain [haziz] — "m: Haziz is a general term for the 
green parts of various types of grains that are mainly fed to 
animals as fodder. 
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Tithes from beans and barley - n1ipt bis wyn: 
If one planted beans, barley, or other types of grain 
and legumes with the intention to use them as herbs, 
one should not separate tithes from their green parts 
but from their seeds (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 


Terumot 2:7). 


Fenugreek — non wy: According 
if fenugreek was planted for its seeds, 


o the Rambam, 
its branches are 


exempt from tithes. If it was planted for its green parts, 
tithes must be separated from its berries, but the rest of 
the green parts are exempt. Apparently, the Rambam 
did not rule in accordance with the baraita here, but 
in accordance with the mishna in tractate Ma'asrot 
(Maharam; Radbaz; Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 


Terumot 2:8). 


Tithes from cress and arugula - 3131 ovhnw wun: 


Cress and arugula, whether planted for 


seed or as herbs, 


are tithed in their green state and as seeds. The tithes 
are separated from the herbs when they are picked and 
from the seeds when they have fully ripened (Rambam 


Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 2:5). 
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The Gemara asks: But may one establish an eiruv with sweet clover? 
Wasn’t it taught in a baraita with regard to sweet clover that those 
who have many children may eat it, but those without children may 
not eat it, as it is harmful to one’s reproductive capacity; and if it was 
hardened into seed, i.e., if it became very hard and already fit to be 
planted, even those who have many children may not eat it? There- 
fore, we see that it is prohibited to eat sweet clover. How can it pos- 
sibly be used to establish an eiruv? 


The Gemara answers: Interpret Rav’s statement as referring to sweet 
clover that was not yet hardened into seed, and its use for establish- 
ing an eiruv is limited to those who have many children and are 
therefore permitted to eat it. 


And if you wish, you can say instead that actually, sweet clover is fit 
for an eiruv even for those without children because it is fit to be 
eaten by those who have many children. The food used for an eiruv 
must be edible, but it does not need to be edible for the particular 
person using it as his eiruv. Didn’t we learn in the mishna: One may 
establish an eiruv for a nazirite with wine, and for an Israelite with 
teruma? Apparently, these items may be used as an eiruv even though 
they are not fit for this person, because they are fit for that other 
person. Here too, even though the sweet clover is not fit for this 
person, it may be used because it is fit for that other person. 


And if you wish, you can say instead: When Rav said that sweet 
clover may be used for an eiruv, he was referring to Median clover, 
which is of superior quality and is not harmful. 


The Gemara considers the continuation of Rav’s statement: And 
may one not establish an eiruv with green grain? Didn’t Rav Yehuda 
say that Rav said: In the case of dodder and green grain, one may 
establish an eiruv with them; and when eating them one recites the 
blessing: Who creates the fruit of the ground? 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This first statement, accord- 
ing to which green grain may not be used for an eiruv, was made before 
Rav came to Babylonia. That second statement was made after Rav 
came to Babylonia and saw that people there ate green grain, at which 
point he ruled that it is fit to be used for an eiruv. 


The Gemara asks: Is Babylonia the majority of the world?’ Laws are 

established according to the custom prevalent in most of the world. 
Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: In the case of beans, barley," and fenu- 
greek" that one planted in order to use as an herb, e.g., as animal 

fodder, his opinion is rendered irrelevant by the opinions of all 

other people? Since most people do not act this way, we do not con- 
sider this particular person’s intention to be significant. Therefore, 
one is obligated to tithe their seeds, and their herbs are exempt. 
When one harvests these plants in their green state, before their seeds 

have matured, they are regarded as not having fully ripened. However, 
in the case of cress and arugula," which are commonly eaten both in 

their green state and as seeds, if one planted them in order to use them 

as herbs, they are tithed both as herbs and as seeds; if one planted 

them for their seeds, they are tithed as seeds and as herbs, no matter 

how they are eaten. In any case, the first part of the baraita teaches that 

the law is determined in accordance with the common custom of most 

of the world and not with the practice in one particular place. 


The Gemara answers: When Rav said that green grain may be used 
for an eiruv, 


The majority of the world - Kgy an: Tosafot ask why the 
Gemara does not say that Babylonia i isa ‘particular place and the 
prevalent custom of a particular locale is not rendered irrelevant 
by the customs of other places. The Ritva explains that certainly 
the unique customs of an individual are considered irrelevant; 
however, with regard to the customs of a locale, there are three 
possible scenarios: If it is an unusual and strange custom, it is ir- 


NOTES 


relevant even in that locale. If the custom is somewhat reasonable 
but is not practiced in most places, the custom is deemed signifi- 
cant in places where the majority of the population observes it, 
but not elsewhere. If the custom is one that is proper and worthy, 
but it is not prevalent in other places because of a lack of materi- 
als or due to other external circumstances, the custom is deemed 
significant for anyone who observes it in any location. 
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he was referring to the garden variety, which is commonly 
eaten. 


Having mentioned arugula’ seeds, the Gemara asks: For 
what are they suitable? Generally, only the plant’s leaves are 
eaten. Rabbi Yohanan said: The earlier generations, who had 
no pepper, would crush these seeds and dip their roasted 
meat in them. Therefore, arugula seeds are also eaten, even 
though this is not their typical use. 


The Gemara relates that when Rabbi Zeira was exhausted 
from his studies, he would go and sit at the entrance to the 
academy of Rav Yehuda bar Ami, and say: When the Sages 
go in and out, I shall stand up before them and receive re- 
ward for honoring them," as it is a mitzva to honor Torah 
scholars. Too tired to engage in actual Torah study, he sought 
a way to rest while fulfilling a different mitzva at the same time. 


Once, a young school child was leaving the study hall. Rabbi 

Zeira said to him: What did your teacher teach you today? 

He said to him: The proper blessing for dodder’ is: Who 

creates the fruit of the ground; the proper blessing for green 

grain" is: By Whose word all things came to be. Rabbi Zeira 

said to him: On the contrary, the opposite is more reason- 
able, as this, the green grain, derives nourishment from the 

ground, whereas that, the dodder, derives nourishment 

from the air, and it is fitting to recite a blessing over each item 

in accordance with its source of nourishment. 


The Gemara concludes: The halakha is in accordance with 
the young school child. What is the reason for this? This, the 
dodder, is fully ripened produce, and that, green grain, is not 
fully ripened produce. If produce is not fully ripened one can 
only recite the blessing: By Whose word all things came to be. 
And that which you said: This, the green grain, derives nour- 
ishment from the ground, whereas that, the dodder, derives 
nourishment from the air, this is not so. Dodder also de- 
rives nourishment from the ground, for we see that when 
the prickly shrub is cut off, the dodder attached to it dies. 
This shows that dodder also derives its nourishment from the 
ground, albeit indirectly. 


Receive reward for honoring them — x9% ana bape: Itis 
a mitzva to honor Torah scholars. Therefore, one who stands 
in honor of a Torah scholar fulfills the Torah’s positive mitzva, 


“And you shall honor the face of the Elder” (Leviticus 19:32). 
The Sages explain that term Elder is referring to one who 
has acquired wisdom, i.e., a Torah scholar. 


The blessing for green grain — "m n273: The blessing: By 
Whose word all things came to be, is recited over green 


grain that did not grow in a garden (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 2041). 
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Arugula [gargir] - 393: A reference to what is currently known as 
arugula, Eruca sativa L, an annual plant that grows to a height of 
15-60 cm. Arugula flowers have a yellowish color and purple veins. 
Its leaves are eaten raw as part of a salad. For many generations, the 
fruit of the arugula was used as a pepper substitute. The plant is 
cultivated, but it can also be found on roadsides in all areas of Eretz 
Yisrael, except the Negev. 


Flower of the arugula plant 


Dodder — mwa: Dodder is from the Convolvulaceae family of the 
Cuscuta genus. The dodder is a parasitic plant that wraps itself 
around various other plants and absorbs its nourishment from 
them. The dodder has thin stems but lacks leaves, and it absorbs its 
nourishment by means of root-like, sucking branches, which pen- 
etrate the dodder's host plant. This explains why the dodder will also 
die if its host plant is uprooted. Dodder can be found throughout 
Eretz Yisrael. It mainly uses annual weeds and small bushes as hosts. 


Dodder plant 
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BACKGROUND 

Unripe dates [kafniyot] — ni3: The word kayfniyot prob- 
ably refers to the date flowers located on the panicle, which 
is made up of thin, close-knit branches. While the plant is 
young, they are juicy and edible. Typically, the male flowers 
of the palm tree are eaten, since removing them does not 
damage the date crop. It is possible that the term kafniyot 
also includes the spathe, the leaf wrapped around the in- 
florescence, which was occasionally ground and used for 
making flour. 


ʻi 
kai 
Flower panicle of the date 


Heart of palm - 74: The heart of palm refers to the top of 
the stem of the palm. The inner section of the trunk top is 
white and tasty and is considered a delicacy. It was rarely 
eaten because a date tree is ruined when its upper section 
is cut off, as it can no longer renew itself. Consequently, only 
the hearts of palm of trees that were slated to be chopped 
down in any event were eaten. In talmudic times, heart of 
palm was eaten both boiled and fried. 


Beityoni — iva: Beityoni refers to the settlement known 
as Beit Hini, a small town a few kilometers from Jerusalem. 


Beit Hini and surrounding region 
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The Gemara now considers the next part of Rav’s statement: And 
is it correct that one may not establish an eiruv with unripe dates?® 
Wasn't it taught in a baraita: Heart of palm,’ the soft, edible inner 
core ofa palm tree, may be bought with second-tithe money;" but 
it does not contract the ritual impurity of foods," as it is not actu- 
ally a food, but rather a part of the tree itself. And unripe dates may 
be bought with second-tithe money, and they even contract the 
ritual impurity of foods."" 


Rabbi Yehuda says this somewhat differently: Heart of palm is like 
a tree in all its legal aspects, except that it may be bought with 
second-tithe money, as it is edible. And unripe dates are like fruit 
in all regards, as they are actual fruit, except with respect to one 
characteristic, which is that they are exempt from tithes" because 
they are not yet fully ripened. 


The Gemara answers: There, the baraita is referring to the fruit of 
palms that never fully ripen. They are therefore regarded as full- 
fledged fruit even in their unripe state. Rav, however, was referring 
to the fruit of palms, which eventually ripen. Their unripe state is 
merely a transitional stage in their development. 


The Gemara asks: If so, would Rabbi Yehuda say with regard to 
this that they are exempt from tithes? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita 
that Rabbi Yehuda said: The unripe figs of the place called Beit- 
yoni’ were only mentioned with regard to tithes, as it was stated: 
In the case of the unripe figs of Beityoni, and the unripe dates of 
the place called Tuvina, one is obligated to tithe them even though 
they never ripen, since they are considered full-fledged fruit in all 
respects? 


Rather, say as follows: Actually, the baraita is not referring to the 

fruit of palms that never fully ripen, but rather to the fruit of palms 

that eventually ripen. However, the halakha pertaining to the ritu- 
alimpurity of foods is different, and an item's status as a food with 

regard to the impurity of foods cannot be brought as proof of its 

status as a food with regard to an eiruv. As Rabbi Yohanan said 

elsewhere: Since they are fit to be sweetened through cooking 

with fire, they are regarded as food for the purpose of tithes; here 

too, we can say: Since they are fit to be sweetened through cook- 
ing with fire, unripe dates are fit to contract the impurity of foods. 
However, with regard to an eiruv, we require food that is ready for 
consumption, and something that can be prepared to become food 

is not sufficient. 


HALAKHA 


Heart of palm may be bought with second-tithe money - i? 
Wyn p23 mph: Second-tithe money may be used to pur- 
chase heart of palm (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Ma'aser 
Sheni 7:8). 


Heart of palm does not contract ritual impurity - Naw IK: 
Heart of palm does not contract the ritual impurity of foods, 
as stated in the mishna and the baraitot. However, if it was 
boiled or fried, it does contract the ritual impurity of foods, in 


The impurity of foods — Dhi nenw: The impurity of 
foods refers to ritual impurity that can be contracted by food 
items, which, in general, are more susceptible to impurity 
than other substances. The definition of food for these pur- 
poses is a broad one. Still, anything that is unfit for human 
consumption or which people do not typically eat does not 
contract impurity. 


Obligation to tithe - wWwyna avn: The obligation to separate 


NOTES 


accordance with the view of Rava (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Okhalin 1:10). 


Unripe dates with regard to ritual impurity - paw nips 
may: Unripe dates contract the ritual impurity of foods (Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 1:13). 


Unripe dates with regard to tithes - wy paw nia: Unripe 
dates are exempt from tithes because they are not considered 
full-grown fruit (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 2:5). 


tithes applies only to ripe produce. One who eats unripe pro- 
duce, even if it is already fit for human consumption, is not obli- 
gated to separate the tithes because it is considered casual eat- 
ing rather than a set meal. The main obligation applies once the 
produce has reached its completed state and, if possible, when 
the entire crop has been harvested together. Consequently, un- 
ripe fruit or small almonds are exempt from tithes, as one is obli- 
gated to separate tithes only from produce in its completed state, 
which requires no further work. 
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The Gemara asks: Where was this comment of Rabbi 
Yohanan originally stated? The Gemara answers: It was 
stated on this ruling, which was taught in a baraita: One is 
obligated to tithe bitter almonds" while they are still small 
and green, as they are fit to be eaten while still undeveloped. 
When they are large, however, one is exempt from tithing 
them, as they are no longer edible. One is obligated to tithe 
sweet, large almonds, whereas one is exempt from tithing 
small ones, as they have not yet fully ripened. Rabbi Shimon, 
son of Rabbi Yosei, said in the name of his father: One is 
exempt from tithing both this and that, large and small bit- 
ter almonds. And some say that he said in the name of his 
father: One is obligated to tithe both this and that. Rabbi 
Ila said: Rabbi Hanina ruled in Tzippori in accordance 
with the one who said: One is exempt from tithing both 
this and that. 


The Gemara asks: According to the view of the one who said 
one is obligated to tithe both this and that, for what are 
large, bitter almonds suitable? Rabbi Yohanan said: Since 
these almonds are fit to be sweetened and made edible 
through cooking with fire, they are regarded as food for the 
purpose of tithes. 


The Gemara further examines the baraita cited earlier. The 
Master said that Rabbi Yehuda says: Heart of palm is like 
a tree in all its legal aspects, except that it may be bought 
with second-tithe money. The Gemara asks: Rabbi Yehuda’s 
opinion is identical to that of the first tanna. 


Abaye said: There is a practical difference between them in 
a case where one boiled or fried the heart of palm. According 
to Rabbi Yehuda, it does not contract the ritual impurity of 
foods even if it was boiled or fried, whereas the first tanna 
holds that in that case it does contract impurity. 


Rava strongly objects to this: Is there really anyone who 
said that even if one boiled or fried it, it does not contract 
the ritual impurity of foods? Wasn't it taught in a baraita: 
The hide and the placenta ofan animal, which people do not 
typically eat, do not contract the ritual impurity of foods; 
however, a hide that one boiled" until it became edible and 
a placenta that one intended to eat do contract the impu- 
rity of foods? This indicates that even something not origi- 
nally fit to be eaten contracts the impurity of foods once it 
has been boiled or fried, and the same should apply to heart 
of palm according to all opinions. 


Rather, Rava said: There is a practical difference between 
them with regard to the blessing that must be recited prior 
to eating, for it was stated that the amora’im disagreed about 
the blessing recited over heart of palm: Rav Yehuda said the 
appropriate blessing is: Who creates the fruit of the ground. 
And Shmuel said the appropriate blessing is: By Whose 
word all things came to be. 


The Gemara explains the two opinions: Rav Yehuda said the 

appropriate blessing is: Who creates the fruit of the ground, 
as it is food. Since heart of palm is edible it is called a fruit, 
and we recite a blessing over it in the manner of all fruits. And 

Shmuel said the appropriate blessing is: By Whose word all 

things came to be. Since it will eventually harden and be- 
come like an inedible tree, we do not recite over it the bless- 
ing: Who creates the fruit of the ground, as it will eventually 
lose the status of a fruit. 


Shmuel said to Rav Yehuda: Shinnana,® your opinion is 
reasonable, as a radish will eventually harden, and yet we 
recite over it the blessing: Who creates the fruit of the 
ground." 


HALAKHA 
Bitter almonds — wya DTW: Bitter almonds, whether 
large or small, are exempt from tithes. This ruling is in accor- 
dance with Rabbi Hanina, who issued a practical ruling to 
this effect, and the implied ruling in the Jerusalem Talmud 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 1:9). 


Hide that one boiled, etc. - 151 woew siy: A hide that 
was boiled until it became edible anda placenta that one 
intends to eat contract the ritual impurity of foods (Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 2:15). 


The blessing over a radish — yia¥i1 n3273: The blessing 
recited over a radish is: Who creates the fruit of the ground 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 203:8). 


NOTES 


The blessing over heart of palm - 71? nox by m2713: The 
blessing: Who creates fruit of the tree, cannot be recited 
over heart of the palm, since this blessing only applies to 
the main fruit of the palm, i.e., the dates. The amoraiim dis- 
agree about whether heart of the palm can be categorized 
as a fruit that requires the blessing: Who creates fruit of the 
ground, or whether, since it is part of the trunk of the palm 
tree and only eaten infrequently, the blessing that must be 
recited is: By Whose word all things came to be. 


BACKGROUND 


Shinnana — x32: According to Rashi and others, shinnana 
means sharp or witty. Shmuel used this term to show the 
degree to which he respected his most prominent student, 
Rav Yehuda. However, the geonim explain that according 
to oral tradition, shinnana means big-toothed, and it was a 
nickname for Rav Yehuda based on his appearance. 


M3913 p3 PEREK III : 28B 
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BACKGROUND 

Glasswort [kalya] - xp: The identification of this plant is not 
clear, but it appears to refer to the so-called common glass- 
wort, Salicornia europaea, a fleshy, annual plant with straight, 
segmented, and leafless stalks. The plant reaches a height of 
10—40 cm, and it grows wild in marshes. The ashes of this plant 
contain a considerable amount of potassium, which was used 
in the manufacture of soap and as a detergent for washing 
clothes. The plant itself is edible. 


Glasswort plant 
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The Gemara comments: But it is not so, because people plant 
radish with the intention of eating it while it is soft; 
but people do not plant palm trees with the intention of 
eating heart of palm. Therefore, heart of palm is not consid- 
ered the fruit of the palm, but rather food extracted from it, 
over which only the following blessing should be recited: 
By Whose word all things came to be." And the Gemara con- 
cludes: Even though Shmuel praised Rav Yehuda, the ha- 
lakha is in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel. 


The Gemara now examines the matter itself cited in the previ- 
ous discussion in the name of Rav. Rav Yehuda said that Rav 
said with regard to dodder and green grain: One may estab- 
lish an eiruv with them, and when eating them one recites 
the blessing: Who creates the fruit of the ground. The Ge- 
mara asks: How much dodder must be used to establish an 
eiruv? The Gemara answers: As Rav Yehiel said with regard 
to a similar issue: A handful. Here, too, the measure is a 


handful. 


Similarly, how much green grain is needed to establish an 
eiruv?" Rabba bar Toviya bar Yitzhak said that Rav said: A 
full farmers’ bundle. 


Rav Hilkiya bar Toviya said: One may establish an eiruv 
with glasswort.® The Gemara expresses astonishment: Does 
it enter your mind that one may establish an eiruv with glass- 
wort? People do not eat glasswort. Rather, one may establish 
an eiruv with the herb from whose ashes glasswort is pre- 
pared, as it is fit for human consumption before it is burnt. 
And how much of it is needed to establish an eiruv? Rav 
Yehiel said: A handful. 


The Gemara relates that Rabbi Yirmeya once went out to 

visit certain villages, and the villagers asked him: What is the 

halakha with regard to establishing an eiruv with moist 

beans? He did not have an answer for them. When he came 

to the study hall, they said to him: This is what Rabbi Yan- 
nai said: One may establish an eiruv with moist beans." And 

how much is needed for that purpose? Rav Yehiel said: A 
handful. 


Rav Hamnuna said: One may also establish an eiruv with 
raw beets." The Gemara raises a difficulty: Is that so? Didn’t 
Rav Hisda say: Raw beet kills a healthy person, which indi- 
cates that beets are unhealthy and should therefore be unfit 
for establishing an eiruv? 


HALAKHA 


The blessing over heart of palm - ip mata: The blessing 
recited over heart of palm is: By Whose word all things came 
to be, in accordance with the view of Shmuel (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 204:1). However, nowadays, when palm trees 
are cultivated specifically for hearts of palm, many authori- 
ties rule that the proper blessing is: Who creates the fruit 
of the ground. 


The measures for dodder and green grain - mm mwa nyw: 
An eiruv may be established with two quarter-log of green 


grain, and it may be established with a handful of dodder 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 1:11). 


An eiruv of moist beans - pn poisa IVY: An eiruv may be 
established with a handful of moist beans (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 386:7). 


An eiruv of raw beets -1m T3Na IVY: An eiruv may be estab- 
lished with a liter of beets, whether raw or cooked. The same 
applies to all vegetables (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Firuvin 111; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 386:7). 
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The Gemara answers: That is referring to a beet that was only 
partially cooked," which is dangerous. 


There are some who say that Rav Hamnuna said: One may 
not establish an eiruv with raw beets,’ as Rav Hisda said: 
Raw beet kills a healthy person. The Gemara asks: Don’t we 
see people eating it and they do not die? The Gemara an- 
swers: There, it is referring to a beet that was only partially 
cooked, which is dangerous. 


Rav Hisda said: A cooked dish of beets is beneficial for the 
heart, good for the eyes, and all the more so beneficial for 
the intestines. Abaye said: That is specifically when the dish 
sits on the stove and makes a tukh tukh sound, i.e., it is 
cooked thoroughly enough to produce a boiling sound. 


Rava once said when he was in an especially good mood: 
Behold, I am like the intellectually sharp ben Azzai, who 
would regularly expound in the markets of Tiberias. I, too, 
am ready to answer any question posed to me. One of the 
Sages said to Rava: How many apples are needed to establish 
an eiruv? Rava said to him: Does one establish an eiruv with 
apples?" 


The other Sage responded: And is it not permissible to estab- 
lish an eiruv with them? Didn’t we learn in a mishna: All 
foods combine to disqualify the body™ of a priest who eats 
half of a half-loaf of ritually impure food, and to complete the 
measure of food required for two meals for the purpose ofan 
eiruv," and to complete the measure of an egg-bulk required 
for a food to be able to contract the ritual impurity of foods?" 
An apple is a kind of food, so it should be included in the items 
that may be used to establish an eiruv. 


The Gemara asks: And what is the refutation? If you say it is 
because it was taught using the term all foods, and these 
apples are fit for eating, how can an objection be raised from 
such a general term? Didn’t Rabbi Yohanan already say: One 
may not learn from general statements using the word all, 
even in a place where it says except, since no rule exhausts 
all cases? 


Rather, it is because it taught: And all foods combine to 
complete the measure of food required for two meals for the 
purpose of an eiruv, and to complete the measure of an egg- 
bulk to contract the ritual impurity of foods; and these ap- 
ples are also susceptible to the ritual impurity of foods. 
Therefore, there is clear proof that the mishna is referring to 
apples as well. 


Having established that an eiruv may be established with ap- 
ples, the Gemara returns to the question raised above: How 
many apples are needed to establish an eiruv? Rav Nahman 
said: The minimum measure of apples that must be used for 
an eiruv is a kav." 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


Partially cooked - bwa xy wa: An eiruv may not be made 
from beets or other vegetables (Rambam) that were only 
partially cooked (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 11; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 386:5). 


The disqualification of a priest's body — rons bapa: All ritually 
impure foods combine to complete the measure of half a half- 
loaf, in order to disqualify one who eats them by imparting a 
lenient form of ritual impurity. This is true even if one does no 
actually come into contact with the food (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 4:3). 


Food for two meals for an eiruv — ayy DINYD mw pita: Mos 
foods count toward the required measure of two meals’ worth 
of food necessary in order to establish an eiruv. Even differen 
types of food can be combined, in accordance with the view 
of Rabba (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 386:4). 


The measure of an egg-bulk to contract the impurity of 
foods - xavd mya: All types of food combine to complete 
the measure of an egg-bulk necessary to contract the ritual 
impurity of foods (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 
43). 


The minimum amount of apples for an eiruv - wman Wye 
avy: A kav of wild apples may be used for an eiruv. Many 
commentaries maintain that this is the measure for all types 
of apples (Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 386:7). 


BACKGROUND 
Beets [teradin] — Tx: The beet mentioned in this context is 
generally called silka in the Talmud. It is referring to Beta vulgaris 
cicla. This plant is an annual garden vegetable from the Cheno- 
podiaceae family. Its large, fleshy leaves grow up to 15-30 cm 
long and are edible when cooked. Their taste is similar to that 
of spinach. Nowadays, the leaves are also used as bird food. 


Beta vulgaris cicla 


Does one establish an eiruv with apples - wm ana pawn 1: 
Rava's response seems quite surprising. Why would apples spe- 
cifically be disqualified from use for an eiruv? Some commentar- 
ies explain that the reference here is to wild apples, which are of 
inferior quality and are eaten only when absolutely necessary. 
However, there is another answer: Apples are not generally 
eaten as a meal or even as a side dish, but rather as dessert. 


Consequently, the question arises as to whether or not they 
may be used for an eiruv, which is comprised of food for two 
meals (Rashba). 


To disqualify the body - mny nx bina: According to Torah 


law, ritually impure foods do not defile one who touches them, 


since a person can only contract impurity from a primary source 
of ritual impurity. The Sages, however, decreed that anyone 


who eats a certain amount of ritually impure foods is disquali- 
fied from eating teruma. Strictly speaking, the term impure 
[tamei] refers to something impure that can impart impurity to 
something else, whereas something that has been defiled but 
cannot defile others is termed disqualified [pasul]. Accordingly, 
one who eats ritually impure food is disqualified from eating 
teruma and other consecrated foods. 
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BACKGROUND 
Ukla- xbary: The Babylonian Talmud (Bava Batra 90a) states 
than an ukla is one-twentieth of a kav. Some commentaries 
determine that the measure of an ukla is an eighth of a liter. 
The two measures are not very different in size. 


HALAKHA 


Five peaches, etc. -= ^3) pppox Awan: A minimum of five 
peaches or two pomegranates must be used in order to es- 
ablish an eiruv, in accordance with the baraita, as explained 
by Rav Menashya (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 386:7). 


The measure of poor man’s tithe — 3% wy nyw: When 
distributing poor man’s tithe, one may not give a pauper 
ess than half a kav of wheat, a kav of barley, a kav of spelt 
(Rambam), a kav of dried figs, half a log of wine or a quarter 
log of oil. All other foods must be given in quantities equiva- 
ent in value to two meals (Rambam Sefer Zera‘iim, Hilkhot 
Mattenot Aniyyim 6:8). 


And similarly, this is the halakha with regard to an eiruv — 
ayy 121: The minimum measure of regular wine needed 
for an eiruv is two-quarters of a log, while the measure of 
cooked wine is an amount sufficient to accompany two 
meals (Maggid Mishne; Magen Avraham; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 386:6). 


NOTES 

May his Master forgive him — mya mb XW: Some com- 
mentators explain that Rav Yosef only reacted strongly to- 
ward Rav Menashya because he altered the presentation 
of Rav’s statement, but as far as the halakha is concerned, 
here is no difference whether the statement was made 
with regard to the mishna or the baraita. Others, however, 
hold that according to Rav Yosef, Rav's statement is referring 
only to the mishna and should not be applied to the items 
isted in the baraita. Tosafot and several other commentators 
infer from the phrase: What is the strength of this over that, 
hat even Rav Yosef did not hear the statement directly in 
Rav's name, and therefore he had to prove his claim, and he 
could not merely assert that he had heard that version in the 
original (see Rashba and Ritva). 
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The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: Rabbi Shimon 
ben Elazar says: When distributing poor man’s tithe, one must 
give each individual poor person at least an ukla,” an eighth of 
a log, of spices, a liter of vegetables, ten nuts, five peaches," 
two pomegranates, or one citron, as these are worthy amounts 
for distribution. And Gursak bar Darei said in the name of Rav 
Menashya bar Sheguvlei, who said in the name of Rav: And 
similarly, this is the halakha with regard to an eiruv. Now, it can 
be asked: These apples should also be like peaches, as they are 
similar in size, and it should be enough to use five apples for an 
eiruv. 


The Gemara answers that there is a distinction between them: 
These peaches are important, and therefore five of them are a 
significant amount, but these apples are not important, and 
therefore one must use the larger measure of a kav. 


Rav Yosef said: May his Master, God, forgive’ Rav Menashya 
bar Sheguvlei, for he erred and caused others to err. I stated 
before him a ruling in the name of Rav concerning a mishna, 
and he stated it concerning the baraita, which led to the error. 
As we learned in a mishna: One may not give a pauper receiv- 
ing poor man’s tithe at the threshing floor less than half a kav 
of wheat or less than a kav of barley." Rabbi Meir says: He must 
be given at least half a kav of barley. Similarly, he must be given 
no less than a kav and a half of spelt, a kav of dried figs, or a 
maneh of pressed figs. Rabbi Akiva says: Not a maneh, but half 
a maneh. He must be given at least half a log of wine. Rabbi 
Akiva says: Half that amount, a quarter log. And similarly, he 
must be given a quarter log of oil. Rabbi Akiva says: Half that 
amount, an eighth of a Jog. And with regard to all other fruit, 
Abba Shaul said: He must be given enough to sell them and 
buy food that suffices for two meals with the proceeds of their 
sale. And with regard to this mishna, Rav said: And similarly, 
this is the halakha with regard to an eiruv." 


The Gemara poses a question with regard to Rav Yosef’s harsh 
reaction to Rav Menashya bar Sheguvlei’s statement: What is 
the strength of this over that? The mishna and baraita seem to 
share the same content, so why should Rav’s ruling be more 
applicable to one than the other? If you say it is because the 
halakha with regard to spices was also taught in this baraita, 
and spices are not fit for eating on their own but only when 
added as a flavoring to other foods, and therefore Rav could not 
have been referring to the baraita when he said that the same 
law applies to an eiruv; wasn’t the halakha with regard to wheat 
and barley taught here in the mishna, and they too are not 
immediately fit for eating until they are processed further. 


Rather, it is because it was taught in the mishna that one must 
give half a log of wine. And Rav said: One may establish an 
eiruv with two-quarters of a log of wine, which is equal to half 
a log. Since we require so much wine, learn from here 
that when Rav said: And similarly, this is the halakha with 
regard to an eiruv, he said it about this mishna and the 
measures mentioned therein. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, 
conclude from this that this is the proper understanding of 
Rav’s statement. 


The Gemara further examines the mishna cited earlier. The Mas- 
ter said: And all foods combine to complete the measure of 
food required for two meals for the purpose of an eiruv. Rav 
Yosef thought to say that an eiruv may not be established unless 
there is a complete meal of this kind of food and a complete 
meal of that kind of food, meaning that an eiruv may only be 
established if each meal consists of a single type of food. Rabba 
said to him: An eiruv may be established with the amount of 
food required for two meals even if each type of food made up 
only half, a third, or a quarter of a meal. 
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The Gemara now examines Rav’s statement itself, which was cited 
in the course of the previous discussion. Rav said: One may es- 
tablish an eiruv with two-quarters of a log of wine. The following 
question may be raised: Do we really need so much? Wasn’t it 
taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: The 
minimal amount of wine required for an eiruv is enough to eat 
bread with it, i.e., enough to soak the bread in to enable one to eat 
it? Additionally, the minimal amount of vinegar that may be used 
to establish an eiruv is enough to dip the food in it, and the min- 
imal amount of olives and onions is enough to eat them to- 
gether with the bread. All of these quantities are calculated on the 
basis of two meals. This baraita clearly indicates that an eiruv may 
be established with much less than two-quarters of a log of wine. 


The Gemara answers: There, the baraita is referring to cooked 
wine, which is very strong, and therefore even a small amount 
suffices. 


The Master said in the baraita that the minimal amount of vinegar 
that may be used for an eiruv" is enough to dip food in it. Rav 
Giddel said that Rav said: Enough to dip in it the food of two 
meals consisting of vegetables. Some say that Rav Giddel said 
that Rav said: Enough to dip in it the vegetables that are eaten 
in two ordinary meals, which is less than the amount consumed 
in two meals consisting entirely of vegetables. 


The Master also said that the minimum measure of olives and 
onions that may be used for an eiruv is enough to eat them with 
the food of two meals. The Gemara asks: May one establish an 
eiruv with onions? Wasn't it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shi- 
mon ben Elazar said: Rabbi Meir once spent Shabbat in the 
town of Ardiska,’ and a certain person came before him and 
said to him: Rabbi, I made an eiruv of Shabbat borders [eiruv 
tehumin] with onions, so that I might walk to the town of Tiv’in. 
Ardiska was located between the man’s eiruv and his destination 
of Tiv’in, which was beyond his Shabbat limit as measured from 
his hometown. And Rabbi Meir made him remain within his 
four cubits. He forbade him to leave his four cubits, as he held 
that an eiruv made with onions is not an eiruv, and therefore the 
person had left his Shabbat limit without an eiruv tehumin. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This ruling, which 
states that onions may not be used for an eiruy, is referring to 

onion leaves, which are harmful; whereas that ruling, which states 

that onions may be used for an eiruv, is referring to onion bulbs, 
which are edible. As it was taught in a baraita: If one ate an onion 

and died early the next morning, we need not ask from what he 

died, as his death was certainly caused by the onion. And Shmu- 
el said: They only taught this with regard to the leaves; but with 

regard to onion bulbs, we have no problem with it. And even 

with regard to the leaves, we only stated this concern 


in a case where the bulb has not grown to the size of a span, the 
distance between the thumb and the little finger of a hand that is 
spread apart, because at that stage the leaves are very toxic; how- 
ever, if it has grown to the size of a span, we have no problem 
with it." 


Rav Pappa said: We only stated this concern about eating onion 
leaves in a case where one did not drink beer afterward; how- 
ever, if he drank beer afterward, we have no problem with it. 


HALAKHA 
Vinegar for an eiruv — ayy ynin: The minimum measure of 
vinegar needed to establish an eiruv is enough to use for dip- 
ping the food of two meals consisting of vegetables, although 
some authorities rule in accordance with the second version 
cited in the Gemara (Riaz; Shiltei HaGibborim; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 386:6). 


BACKGROUND 
Ardiska - xb"Tw: Ardiska, or Ardascus, refers to a settlement 
in northern Israel that was located not far from the town of 
Tivin, known as Tiv'on. 


Location of Ardascus 


HALAKHA 
An eiruv of onions — p>yaa avy: One may not establish 
an eiruv with onion leaves that have not grown to the size of 
approximately 21 cm, the distance between the thumb and 
the end of the little finger (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 386:5). 
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BACKGROUND 

The toxins [nahash] of an onion - bynaw wna: The 
commentaries dispute the meaning of the word 
nahash in this context. Most traditions identify it 
with the inflorescence of an onion stalk, which is 
somewhat similar to a snake [nahash] with its long 
head and body. There is no definitive data concern- 
ing the measure of danger posed by eating onions 
in general or their undeveloped green leaves in par- 
ticular. Although many people eat onion without any 
ill effects, onions do contain an oil called allyl propyl 
disulfide, CgH,2S2, which gives them their flavor and 
which can be toxic in large concentrations. Rashi 
defines this as the onion’s nahash. It has been proven 
that a relatively small portion of onions can lead to 
severe poisoning. Since the Gemara is discussing 
two meals consisting entirely of onions, it certainly 
poses a danger to all people. For particularly sensitive 
people, the danger might even be life-threatening. 


Onion stalk with inflorescence 


HALAKHA 


The disqualification of a ritual bath through beer - 
wa mp bars: Three log of beer invalidate a rit- 
ual bath, in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel 

(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 7:4). 


Dye-water in a ritual bath — yay 72: Three /og of 
dye-water invalidate a ritual bath because of their 
volume, not because they change of appearance of 
the water in the ritual bath (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Mikvaot 7:8). 


The measure of wine with regard to carrying out — 
meyind 1 nyw: The minimal measure of wine that 
determines liability when carried from one domain 

to another on Shabbat is a quarter of a quarter-log 

(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:2). 


The amount of beer necessary for an e/ruv - Wyrw 
avy) aa: One may establish an eiruv with two- 
quarters of a /og of beer, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Aha (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Firuvin 4:1). 
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Because of the toxins [nahash] in it - ia wma 13913: The word 
nahash literally means snake. Some commentaries explain that 
the nahash is referring here to a type of harmful worm found in 


onion leaves (Ritva). 


And his colleagues prayed for mercy for him — voy Dam wpa: 
Why is it necessary to specifically mention that Rabbi Hanina’s 
generation needed him? Apparently, he acted improperly by eat- 
ing something dangerous to his health, which the Sages warned 
against eating. It was therefore necessary to state that because of 
his importance they prayed for mercy for him nonetheless (Ritva). 


The disqualification of a ritual bath - mpa bioa: If a ritual bath 


The Sages taught in a baraita: A person should not eat onion because 
of the toxins in it.™ There was an incident with Rabbi Hanina, who 
ate half an onion and half of its toxins, and he fell deathly ill, and his 
colleagues prayed for mercy for him," and he survived. He was res- 
cued only because the time needed him, as his generation was in need 
of his teaching, but otherwise he would not have recovered. 


Rabbi Zeira said that Shmuel said: One may establish an eiruv with 
beer, and it invalidates a ritual bath with a measure of three log, sim- 
ilar to drawn water."’ Rav Kahana strongly objects to this: This is 
obvious, for what is the difference between this and dye-water? As 
we learned in a mishna that Rabbi Yosei says: Dye-water invalidates 
a ritual bath with a measure of three log, like regular drawn water." 
They said: There is a difference between the two cases, as there, the 
liquid is called dye-water; here, it is called beer." Therefore, it might 
have been possible to argue that beer is not considered like water at all, 
in which case it would only invalidate a ritual bath if it changed the 
color of the water, and so Shmuel’s novel teaching was necessary. 


The Gemara asks: And how much beer is needed to establish an eiruv? 

Rav Aha, son of Rav Yosef, thought to say before Rav Yosef as follows: 
Two-quarters of a log of beer. Rav Aha’s reasoning is now spelled out 
in detail. As we learned in a mishna: If one carries out wine on Shab- 
bat from a private domain to a public domain, he is liable if he carries 

out enough wine for diluting a cup, i.e., enough undiluted wine to fill 

a cup after it has been diluted with water." And a baraita was taught 

about this mishna: Enough wine for diluting a fine cup. They in- 
quired: What is meant by a fine cup? They answered: A cup of blessing. 
And Rav Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: A cup of blessing 

must contain a quarter of a quarter-log of wine, so that after one di- 
lutes the wine with water, it amounts to a full quarter-log. And this 

measure is in accordance with the statement of Rava with regard to 

the strength of wine, as Rava said: Any wine that is not strong enough 

to require that it be diluted with three parts water to one part wine is 

not proper wine. 


And we learned in the latter clause of the aforementioned mishna: And 

one is liable for carrying out all other liquids, and similarly all waste 
water, in the measure of a quarter-log. Now, Rav Aha argues as follows: 
Since there, with respect to liability for carrying on Shabbat, the ratio 
is one to four, as one is liable for carrying out a quarter of a quarter-log 
of wine, and one is only liable for carrying out other liquids if one carries 
out a quarter-log; here, too, with respect to making an eiruv, the ratio 
of one to four should be maintained. Therefore, since Rav said that 
two-quarters of a log of wine are required for an eiruv, the minimum 
amount of beer one may use should be two full log. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: And this is not so. There, with re- 
gard to carrying on Shabbat, we require four times as much beer as wine 
because less than that amount, i.e., less than a quarter-log of beer, is 
insignificant. However, here, with regard to establishing an eiruv, this 
is not relevant, as it is common for people to drink a cup of beer in 
the morning and a cup of beer in the evening, and they rely on them 
as their meals, as beer is satisfying even in such quantities. Therefore, 
we should require only two-quarters of a log of beer for an eiruv." 


NOTES 


lacks the requisite minimal measure of water, forty sea, and three 
log of drawn water fall into it and complete the measure of forty 
sea, the mikva is invalidated. However, if liquids fall into a ritual bath 
which already has the necessary amount of water, as long as they 
do not change its color, the ritual bath remains valid. 


Beer — 13°: Beer is generally prepared by pouring water over 
a fermenting agent such as dates, grapes and their sediment, or 
fermented barley. The question raised in this context is whether 
or not beer ceases to be regarded as water when it becomes an 
alcoholic beverage, even though it is primarily water. See the 
Rashba and the Ritva for a discussion of some of the finer details 
of this halakha. 
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The Gemara asks: How many dates are needed to establish an 
eiruv?" Rav Yosef said: The minimal amount of dates one may use 
is a kav. Rav Yosef said: From where do I say this halakha? As it 
was taught in a baraita: If one inadvertently ate dried figs of teruma, 
and paid dates in compensation, may a blessing come upon him. 


The Gemara proceeds to clarify this ruling: What are the circum- 
stances of this case? If you say that one paid according to the 
value of the figs he ate, e.g., he ate a zuz worth of figs and he paid 
a zuz worth of dates, what is the reason it says: May a blessing 
come upon him? He ate a zuz and paid a zuz. Rather, is it not that 
he paid in accordance with the measure of the figs eaten, e.g., that 
he ate a se‘a of dried figs worth one zuz, and he paid a se'a of dates 
worth four zuz. And it says: May a blessing come upon him. Ap- 
parently, dates are superior to dried figs. Accordingly, since we 
learned above that one may establish an eiruv with a kav of dried 
figs, a kav of dates should certainly suffice for the purpose of an eiruv. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: No proof can be brought from here. It can 
be argued that he actually ate a zuz worth of figs and he paid a zuz 
worth of dates. And what is the reason it says: Maya blessing come 
upon him? For he ate something that buyers are not eager to buy, 
and he paid him something that buyers are eager to buy. Even 
though they are equal in value, the priest benefits, for it is easier for 
him to sell dates than to sell dried figs. 


With regard to shetita, a dish made of roasted flour and honey, Rav 
Aha bar Pinehas said: Two large spoonfuls" are needed for an ei- 
ruv. With regard to kisanei, a type of roasted grain, Abaye said: Two 
Pumbeditan bunei, the name of a particular of measurement. 


Having mentioned roasted grain, the Gemara tangentially relates 
that Abaye said: Mother, actually his foster mother, told me: These 
roasted grains are good for the heart and drive away worrisome 
thoughts. 


And Abaye said: Mother told me about another remedy. One who 
suffers from weakness of the heart should go and bring the meat 
of the right thigh of a ram, and also bring the dung of grazing 
cattle from the month of Nisan, and if there is no cattle dung 
he should bring willow twigs, and then roast the meat on a fire 
made with the dung or twigs, and eat it, and drink afterward some 
diluted wine." This will improve his condition. 


Returning to the matter of quantities of food required for an eiruv, 
Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The minimum quantity for 
anything that serves as a relish" is enough to eat two meals with 
it, i.e., enough to serve as a relish for the bread eaten in two meals. 
And with regard to anything that is not a relish, but rather is a food 
in its own right, one must use enough to eat two meals of it." The 
minimum quantity of raw meat" is enough to eat two meals of it. 
Roasted meat is the subject of a dispute: Rabba said: Enough to 
eat the bread of two meals with it. That is to say, roasted meat is not 
a food in itself, but rather it serves as relish for other foods. And 
Rav Yosef said: Enough to eat two meals of it," as it is a food in its 
own right. 


Rav Yosef said: From where do I say this halakha? For these 

Persians eat pieces of roasted meat [tabahakki]' without bread, 
which shows that meat itself is a food. Abaye said to him: But are 

the Persians a majority of the world? The halakha follows the 

customary practice of most of the world and not that of particular 
locales. Didn’t we learn the following in a baraita? Clothing of the 

poor," i.e., pieces of cloth measuring three by three fingerbreadths, 
contracts impurity when in the possession of any poor people be- 
cause poor people attach importance even to scraps of cloth of such 
small size. Clothing of the wealthy measuring at least three by three 

handbreadths contracts impurity in all cases, whether or not it is 

owned by the wealthy." 


HALAKHA 
The amount of dates necessary for an eiruv— "yw 
avy wan: One may establish an eiruv with a kav of 
dates, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yosef, as 
Abaye only refuted Rav Yosef's proof, but not the posi- 
tion itself (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 1:11). 


The measure of two meals — nityp nw yw: 
When relish is used for an eiruv, the quantity required 
is enough for use as a condiment at two meals. The 
requisite quantity for any other food is enough to 
eat as two full meals by itself (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 386:6). 


The amount of meat necessary for an eiruv - 1y% 
syd Wa: The amount of raw meat required for an 
eiruv is enough for two full meals comprised solely of 
meat, while the required measure of roasted meat is 
enough to accompany the bread eaten at two meals. 
This halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabba (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 386:6). 


Clothing of the poor — oy "134: In the house of 
a pauper, a piece of cloth measuring three by three 
fingerbreadths is susceptible to the ritual impurity 
imparted by the treading of a zav (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 22:20). 


Clothing of the wealthy - wywy na: A piece of 
cloth measuring three by three handbreadths is al- 
ways susceptible to ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 22:23). 


NOTES 


Large spoonfuls [shargushei] — wx: Some com- 
mentaries explain this term as meaning handfuls. 


Diluted wine - X¥2 xan: Rabbeinu Hananel ex- 
plains that this is wine that has not been transferred 
from one container to another but has remained in 
its original barrel. 


Anything that serves as a relish — Pi) ximw ba: The 
principle is that all foodstuffs may be used for an eiruv 
in the form and quantity in which they are generally 
consumed. If the food is eaten as the main portion 
of a meal, there must be enough for two meals. If it 
is a relish or seasoning, then there must be enough 
to season two meals. If it is eaten for dessert, there 
must be enough to eat it for dessert at two meals 
(Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


Raw meat — 1M Wa: The Rashba and other commen- 
taries explain that raw meat in this context is meat 
that has not been cooked but has been heavily salted 
and dried. The Ritva states that it does not refer to 
raw meat but to meat that has not been fully cooked. 
Still other commentaries maintain that the term is to 
be understood literally, since the mishna states that 
Babylonians were not particular and would eat raw 
meat. This is also implied by the Jerusalem Talmud 
(Rav Ya'akov Emden). 


LANGUAGE 
Pieces of meat [tabahakki] - *pm30: Probably from 
the Middle Iranian word tabahak, meaning stewed 
meat. The ancient Persians ate large quantities of 
meat, to the extent that bread was subordinate to 
the meat and was used as a mere side dish to ac- 
company the meat. 
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Perek III 
Daf30 Amud a 


NOTES 


Openings for ritual impurity — nggaw nna: If a per- 


son dies inside a house, the entire house becomes 


ritually impure. If the house does not have doorways, 


itis impure on all sides. If it does have doorways, the 
doorways become ritually impure, since it is possible 
that they will be used to remove the corpse from 
the house. However, if the intention is to carry the 
corpse out through a particular doorway, or if only 
one of the entrances is suitable for the task, only 
that opening becomes ritually impure. The others 
remain ritually pure. 


HALAKHA 
An opening of four handbreadths — nyaya inns: 
If there is a corpse in a house, even if the corpse is 
very large, an opening four handbreadths wide is 
considered the opening through which the corpse 
will be carried out (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 7:1). 
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But the clothing of the wealthy does not need to be three by three 
handbreadths in order to become ritually impure for the poor because 
even smaller pieces of cloth are significant for the poor. Therefore, the 
law with regard to the poor is not determined by the customary practice 
of the rich. So too, the law of eiruv pertaining to the rest of the world 
should not be determined by the customary practice of the Persians to 
eat roasted meat as a food in itself. 


And if you say: Both here the ruling is stringent, and there the ruling 
is stringent, i.e., with regard to ritual impurity the halakha is stringent 
with respect to the poor and declares scraps of cloth that are only three 
by three fingerbreadths impure, but with regard to eiruv the halakha 
requires enough roasted meat to suffice for two meals as a food in its 
own right, in accordance with the practice of the Persians, then there is 
a difficulty: Wasn't it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar 
says: One may establish an eiruv for an ill or elderly person with an 
amount of food that is enough for him for two meals, and ifhe eats less 
than the average person due to his sickness or age, a smaller amount of 
food is required in order to establish an eiruv on his behalf; however, for 
a glutton, we do not require food in an amount that would satisfy him 
but merely enough food for two meals measured according to an aver- 
age meal for the typical person? This indicates that the halakha with 


respect to an eiruv is lenient and not stringent. The Gemara concludes: 
Indeed, this is difficult. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with the aforementioned baraita: Did 
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar really say this? Wasn’t it taught in another 
baraita pertaining to the laws of ritual impurity that Rabbi Shimon ben 
Elazar says: Og, king of the Bashan, or any similar giant, requires an 
opening as big as his full size? If a person dies in a house and it is not 
clear how his corpse will be removed, all of the openings in the house 
are considered ritually impure," as the corpse might be carried out 
through any one of them. Ifthe corpse can fit through some of the open- 
ings but not through others, only the larger openings are ritually impure. 
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says that in the case of a giant the size of Og, 
king of the Bashan, one opening can only prevent the others from con- 
tracting impurity the others if it is large enough for Og’s corpse to fit 
through. This indicates that the law is determined by the measure of 
each particular person and not by some general measure. 


The Gemara asks: And what does Abaye say? How does he reconcile 
his position with regard to an eiruv, which maintains that we follow the 
customary practice of most of the world and not that of particular lo- 
cales, with Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar’s ruling with regard to the corpse 
of a giant? The Gemara answers: There, in the case of a giant, what 
should we do? Should we cut the corpse into pieces and carry it out? 
We have no choice but to carry it out through an opening large enough 
for the corpse to pass through. However, in the case of the food for the 
two meals of an eiruy, there is no such logistical constraint, and the law 
should be determined in accordance with the usual practice. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Do the Rabbis disagree with 
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, or not? Come and hear a proof from that 
which Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Og, king of 
the Bashan, requires an opening of four handbreadths' in order to save 
the other openings in the house from becoming ritually impure. This 
indicates that the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: There, we are dealing with a case where 
there are many small openings, and there is only one that is four 
handbreadths wide. Therefore, it may be assumed with certainty that 
when one widens one of the openings in order to remove the corpse 
from the house, he will widen that opening. Consequently, that opening 
is ritually impure while the others are not. However, if all the openings 
in the house are equal in size, they are all ritually impure, as we cannot 
know through which opening the corpse will be carried out. 
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Returning to the laws of eiruv, Rav Hiyya bar Rav Ashi said that Rav 
said: One may establish an eiruv with raw meat because it can be eaten 
when necessary, even though it is not ordinarily regarded as food. Rav 
Shimi bar Hiyya said: One may also establish an eiruv with raw eggs. 
The Gemara asks: How many eggs are required for an eiruv? Rav Nahman 
bar Yitzhak said: One. Sinai,’ a nickname of Rav Yosef, said: Two." 


We learned in the mishna: One who vows that nourishment is prohib- 
ited to him is permitted to eat water and salt. The Gemara infers from 
this: Itis only salt and water that are not considered nourishment, but 
all other food items are considered nourishment. Let us say that this 
is a refutation of the position of Rav and Shmuel. As it was Rav and 
Shmuel who both said: One only recites the blessing: Who creates 
the various kinds of nourishment, over the five species of grain alone, 
but not over other types of food. 


The Gemara asks a question: Did we not already refute their position 
on one occasion from a different source? The Gemara answers: Indeed, 
we already refuted their view, but let us say that there is a refutation of 
their position from here as well. 


Rav Huna said: We can resolve the difficulty from the mishna by saying 
that it is referring to someone who vows and says: Anything that nour- 
ishes is prohibited to me. In that case, it is water and salt that are per- 
mitted to him, as they do not nourish, but all other food items are 
prohibited, as they do nourish. This inclusive formulation includes 
anything that provides even a small degree of nourishment; but the 
particular term mazon, nourishment or sustenance, used in the blessing 
over food, is reserved only for the five species of grain." 


The Gemara asks: Didn’t Rabba bar bar Hana say: When we were fol- 
lowing Rabbi Yohanan to eat of the fruits of Genosar, very sweet fruits 
that grow in the region of the Sea of Galilee, when we were a group of 
a hundred people, each and every person would take ten fruits; and 
when we were a group of ten, each and every person would take a 
hundred fruits for him. And each hundred of these fruits could not fit 
into a three-se‘a basket. And Rabbi Yohanan would eat them all and 
then say: I swear that I have not yet tasted something that nourishes. 
Didn't we say that only water and salt are excluded from the category of 
things that nourish? The Gemara corrects the rendition of the story: Say 
that he said as follows: I have not tasted sustaining food, but fruit is 
certainly considered something that nourishes. 


Rav Huna said that Rav said: If one said: I swear that I shall not 
eat this loaf, one may nonetheless establish an eiruv for him with it 
because the food used for an eiruv does not have to be edible for the 
particular individual the eiruv services. However, if one said: This loaf 
shall be forbidden to me, one may not establish an eiruv for him with 
it, as this formulation indicates that he is prohibiting himself to use or 
benefit from the loaf in any manner." 


The Gemara raises an objection based upon the following baraita: With 
regard to one who vows not to benefit from a loaf, one may nonetheless 
establish an eiruv for him with it. What, is it not referring to one who 
said: This loaf shall be forbidden to me? The Gemara answers: No, the 
baraita is only is referring to a case where he said: I swear that I shall 
not eat this loaf. 


The Gemara comments: So too, it is reasonable to understand the 
baraita in this fashion, as it was taught in the latter clause: When do 
we apply this halakha? Only when one said: I swear that I shall not 
taste it. 


A vow and an oath - ny3% 17): The commentaries disagree 
whether the accepted distinction between a vow and an oath ap- 
plies in this context or whether this is a special issue connected to 
two other disputes: Whether or not mitzvot were given for man’s 
benefit, and whether or not an eiruv may be established exclusively 
in order to permit traveling for a purpose that does not constitute 


a mitzva (see Rashba and Ritva). 


The basic difference between an oath [shevua] and a vow 


NOTES 


[neder] is as follows: In the case of an oath, one prohibits him- 
self from performing a certain action, but the object itself does 
not become prohibited, even from his perspective. In the case 
of a vow, the situation is usually the opposite: One imposes a 
prohibited status on an object without restricting himself. This 
difference is particularly significant in cases where an object is 
utilized for the sake of a mitzva, but one took a vow or an oath 
not to benefit from it. 


he publisher 


PERSONALITIES 


Sinai — °2"B: Rav Yosef was given the nickname Sinai 
in contrast to his colleague, Rabba, who was called: 
The one who uproots mountains. Sinai denotes one 
who received the Torah itself, i.e., one who is exceed- 
ingly knowledgeable with regard to the halakha and 
whose positions are based on the most authoritative 
sources. The one who uproots mountains refers to 
one who employs sharp logical reasoning in deriv- 
ing halakhic conclusions. 


HALAKHA 
An eiruv of raw eggs — nen oy VY: One may 
establish an eiruv with raw eggs. Two eggs are re- 
quired, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yosef 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 386:7). 


What is permitted to one who vows that nour- 
ishment is prohibited to him — ya 13137 wama maa 
ita: One who takes an oath and says: Anything that 
nourishes should be prohibited to me, is prohibited 
to eat anything other than water and salt (Shu/han 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 217:19). 


A vow and eiruv — 3Y) 172: If one vows that he 
is prohibited to eat or if he swears not to eat, he 
may still participate in an eiruv hatzeirot, a joining of 
courtyards (Rambam; Rashba). This ruling is not in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna, since his 
is a minority opinion (Vilna Gaon). Some authorities 
rule that if an item is prohibited to a person, he may 
not use it for the eiruv hatzeirot. However, he may 
use it for the eiruv tehumin, the joining of boundar- 
ies, which is established in order to enable him to 
travel for the performance of a mitzva (Magen Avra- 
ham). If one made the food prohibited by making a 
vow called a konam, in which one gives an item the 
prohibited status of a sacrificial offering, an eiruv 
may not be established with it because the food 
now resembles consecrated objects (Rema based on 
Tosafot; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 386:8). 
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NOTES 
A vow and consecration - wpm 11: The main 
difference between a vow and consecration is 
the range of their application. A vow is a type 


of consecration for the one who took the vow, 


meaning that for him the prohibition is like that of 
consecrated objects. However, actual consecrated 
objects are prohibited to all people and not only 
to the one who consecrated them. 
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HALAKHA 


One may establish an eiruv for a nazirite with wine, 


for a nazirite with wine and for an Israelite with ritually 


The Gemara asks: But if he said: This loaf shall be forbidden to me, 
what is the halakha? So too, one may not establish an eiruv for him 
with it. But if so, there is a difficulty. Instead of teaching in the con- 
tinuation of the baraita that if one said: This loaf is consecrated 
property, one may not establish an eiruv for him with it, as one may 
not establish an eiruv with consecrated objects," let him make an 
internal distinction in the case of a non-sacred loaf itself and state: 
In what case is this statement said? Only where one said: I swear that 
I shall not eat this loaf. But if one said: This loaf shall be forbidden to 
me, one may not establish an eiruv for him with it. This indicates 
that Rav Huna’s understanding of the baraita is incorrect. 


Rav Huna could have said to you: Rather, what would you say, that 
wherever one said: This loaf shall be forbidden to me, one may es- 
tablish an eiruv for him with it? If so, there is a difficulty from the first 
clause of the baraita, which states: When do we say this? Only when 
one said: I swear that I shall not taste it. That indicates that if one said: 
This loaf shall be forbidden to me, one may not establish an eiruv for 
him with it. 


The Gemara answers that the baraita is incomplete, and it teaches 
the following: With regard to one who vows not to benefit from a 
loaf, one may nonetheless establish an eiruv for him with it. And 
even if one said: This loaf shall be forbidden to me, it is as though 
he said: I swear that I shall not taste it. Therefore, the loaf itself is 
only forbidden to him as food, but he can use it for the purpose of an 
eiruv. 


The Gemara comments: Nevertheless, the difficulty remains accord- 
ing to the opinion of Rav Huna. The Gemara answers: He stated his 

view in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer; as it was 

taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: If one said: I swear that I 

shall not eat this loaf, one may establish an eiruv for him with it; but 

if he said: This loaf shall be forbidden to me, one may not establish 

an eiruv for him with it. 


The Gemara asks: Did Rabbi Eliezer really say this? Wasn’t it taught 

in a baraita: This is the principle: With regard to a person who pro- 
hibits himself from eating a particular food, e.g., if one said: I swear 

that I shall not eat this loaf, one may establish an eiruv for him with 

that loaf. However, if the food was prohibited to a person, e.g. if he 

said: This loaf shall be forbidden to me, one may not establish an 

eiruv for him with it. Rabbi Eliezer says: If he said: This loaf shall be 

forbidden to me, one may establish an eiruv for him with it. How- 
ever, if he said: This loaf is consecrated property, one may not estab- 
lish an eiruv for him with it, as one may not establish an eiruv for 

him with consecrated objects. Therefore, Rabbi Eliezer does not 

distinguish between the two differently worded types of vows, but 

between a vow and consecration. 


The Gemara answers: It must be explained that these are two tanna’im 
who both held according to Rabbi Eliezer. Two later tanna’im dis- 
agreed with each other in reporting Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion. 


We learned in the mishna: One may establish an eiruv for a nazirite 

with wine" and for an Israelite with teruma, even though they them- 
selves may not partake of these foods. The Gemara comments: The 

mishna was not taught in accordance with the opinion of Beit Sham- 
mai, as it was taught in a baraita that Beit Shammai say: One may 
not establish an eiruv for a nazirite with wine and for an Israelite 

with teruma. Beit Hillel disagree and say: One may establish an eiruv 
for a nazirite with wine and for an Israelite with teruma. Beit Hillel 

said to Beit Shammai: Do you not concede 


cordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel (Shulhan Arukh, 


etc. — 131 73 wih pawn: One may establish an eiruv pure teruma. This ruling is as stated in the mishna, in ac- Orah Hayyim 386:8). 
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that one may establish an eiruv for an adult even on Yom Kippur," 
despite the fact that he may not eat on Yom Kippur? It must be because 
eating is permitted to a minor. 


Beit Shammai said to them: Indeed [aval], it is so. Beit Hillel said to 
them: Just as one may establish an eiruv for an adult on Yom Kippur, 
so too, one may establish an eiruv for a nazirite with wine and for an 
Israelite with teruma. 


And how do Beit Shammai explain the difference between these cases? 
The Gemara explains: There, with regard to Yom Kippur, there is at 
least a meal that was fit to be eaten by that person while it was still 
day, on the eve of Yom Kippur. Here, in the cases of wine for a nazirite 
and teruma for an Israelite, there is no meal that was fit to be eaten by 
them while it was still day, on Friday. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion was that entire 
baraita stated? It was not taught in accordance with the opinion of 
Hananya, as it was taught in another baraita that Hananya says: The 
whole view of Beit Shammai, i.e., their fundamental position, was that 
they did not concede to the very possibility of joining Shabbat bor- 
ders [eiruv tehumin] by simply placing food in a particular location. 
Rather, they hold that one’s Shabbat residence remains the same until 
he literally moves his residence, such as if he carries out his bed and 
his utensils to there, to a new location. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is the ruling that 
was taught in the following baraita: If one established an eiruv in 
black clothing, and Shabbat commenced while he was still dressed 
those clothes, he may not go out in white clothing. If one established 
the eiruv while dressed in white, he may not go out in black. Accord- 
ing to whose opinion is this halakha? Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: 
It is the opinion of Hananya, and it is in accordance with the opinion 
of Beit Shammai. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Hananya, is it with 
black clothing that he may not go out, but in white clothing he may 
go out? Didn’t Hananya say that according to Beit Shammai an eiruv 
is not effective at all until one carries out his bed and his utensils to 
the place he wishes to establish as his residence? The Gemara answers: 
The wording of the baraita must be emended and this is what it said: 
If one established an eiruv while dressed in white clothing, and he 
needed black clothing but did not have it with him, he may not go out 
even in white clothing. In accordance with whose opinion was this 
baraita taught? Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: It is the opinion of 
Hananya, and it is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai. 


We learned in the mishna: Summakhos disagrees and says: One may 
not establish an eiruv for an Israelite with teruma, but only with regular, 
non-sacred food items. The Gemara notes: But with regard to the 
mishna’s ruling that an eiruv may be established for a nazirite with wine, 
Summakhos does not appear to disagree. What is the reason for the 
distinction? The Gemara explains: A nazirite can ask a Sage to annul 
his vow and release him from his nazirite status, and then he himself 
will be able to drink the wine. 


The Gemara asks: If so, in the case of teruma as well, one can ask a 
Sage to annul its status. Teruma is consecrated through a verbal decla- 
ration by the one separating it, and that declaration, like other conse- 
crations and vows, can be nullified by a Sage. The Gemara answers: 
Such a course of action would not help. If one asks a Sage to annul his 
declaration that turned the produce into teruma, the produce will re- 
turn to its status as tevel, produce from which the requisite dues and 
tithes were not separated, and he will still be prohibited to consume it. 


NOTES 


That one may establish an eiruv for an adult on Yom 
Kippur - wya37 ova bins pawa: It is unclear why 
Beit Hille originally thought that Beit Shammai would 
agree in this case. Some commentaries explain that 
he question is actually referring to the laws of the 
joining of courtyards [eiruv hatzeirot], as certainly Beit 
Hillel and Beit Shammai agree that it is permissible to 
join courtyards for Yom Kippur, even though eating is 
prohibited (Shem MiShimon). Beit Shammai’s answer, 
hat the food is fit to be eaten before Yom Kippur, in- 
dicates that they do not accept the view that the laws 
of affliction that apply to Yom Kippur, including the 
prohibition of eating, begin before nightfall accord- 
ing to Torah law. If it were prohibited to eat before 
nightfall, the eiruv would not be valid according to Beit 
Shammai, even according to the opinion that an eiruv 
takes effect at the end of the day (see Rashba; Ritva). 


Can ask to be released from his nazirite status — 
TINTAN Dwnn: One may ask a Sage to annul a vow, 
oath, or consecration. One expresses regret at having 

made the vow or oath or at having consecrated cer- 
tain items and asks the Sage to annul his statements. 
A vow that has been annulled is regarded as though 

it had never existed. 


LANGUAGE 


Indeed [aval] - bay: Generally used by the Sages to 
mean but or although. However, its biblical meaning 
is not entirely clear. In the language of the Sages, there 
are instances in which the word has a different con- 
notation, e.g., indeed, or in truth. The same is true in 
the Aramaic translation of the Bible, in the few cases 
where this word appears in the Bible. According to its 
use in this context, the word is closely related to the 
Arabic 4b, bald, which also means indeed or in truth. 
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NOTES 


Haverim are not suspected of separating teru- 
ma from produce not situated near the pro- 
duce — apan ya xbw Dinh Dyan sr xb: 

This statement should have been formulated 

as follows: It is prohibited to separate produce 
as teruma if it is not adjacent to the produce 
it comes to exempt. However, the phrase that 
is used in this context is different because it 
was the common rabbinic expression (Ritva). 
Separating teruma in this manner is prohibited 

because the produce it comes to exempt might 
have been lost, in which case the separation of 
he teruma does not take effect (Rashi). 


What makes it necessary — x?D5 "x1: This ex- 
pression is used where it is necessary to explain 
hat a statement is referring to a unique and rare 
set of circumstances, even though there is no 
support whatsoever for this explanation in the 
ormulation of the statement. In this case, the 
Gemara has explained that there is exactly the 
necessary amount of food that can be used for 
an eiruv. There is not even a single extra kernel of 
grain, which is the absolute minimum that one 
must separate as teruma. Since such a circum- 
stance is clearly rare and surprising, the Gemara 
asks: Why it is necessary to claim that this is the 
case under discussion? 


All in accordance with the particular person 
involved — DI% NITY ma 3b Son: The required 
measure is reduced according to the size or eat- 
ing habits of a person who is smaller or eats 
less than the average. However, a person who is 
bigger or eats more than average does not need 
to increase the measure in accordance with his 
size (Hatam Sofer). 


HALAKHA 


The amount required for an eiruv for differ- 
ent people - miw owed Ivy ayw: One 
may establish an eiruv for an invalid or for an 
elderly person with an amount of food that is 
enough for him. However, a glutton does not 
require more than two average meals for the 
typical person. This law is accepted by the 
Shulhan Arukh and by all of the commentaries 
and halakhic authorities, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar and the 
unattributed mishna in tractate Kelim (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 409:7). 


A priest in a beit haperas - D97 m23 y>: 
One may establish an eiruv for a priest in a beit 
haperas. Although he is prohibited to enter such 
a field ab initio, since he may go there in times of 
need, the Sages allowed it (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 409:7). 


A person may blow on the dust in a beit 
haperas — D97 Ma OK nana: One who has 
to pass through a beit haperas may blow upon 
the ground before each step. If he does not find 
a bone the size of a grain of barley, he retains 
his ritual purity and may offer the Paschal lamb. 
In addition, if the ground in a beit haperas is 
well-trodden, those who pass through it are 
permitted to offer the Paschal lamb. In the case 
of an obligation involving karet, like the offering 
of the Paschal lamb, the Sages were not strict 
with regard to the ritually impure status of a 
beit haperas (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 6:8). 
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The Gemara asks: Let him separate teruma for that produce from pro- 
duce located somewhere else and thus permit it to be eaten. The Ge- 
mara answers: Haverim, members of a group dedicated to the precise 
observance of mitzvot, are not suspected of separating teruma from 
produce thatis not situated near the produce" it comes to exempt, as this 
is prohibited ab initio. 


The Gemara asks: Let him separate teruma from the produce used for 
the eiruv itself and consequently permit the rest of the produce to be 
eaten. The Gemara answers: We are dealing with a case where, after re- 
moving teruma, it would not contain the amount required for an eiruv, 
i.e., one would be left with less than the quantity of food sufficient for two 
meals. 


The Gemara asks: What makes it necessary" to say that the mishna is refer- 
ring to this very unique case? Rather, we must retract all that was stated 
above and say as follows: Summakhos agrees with the opinion of the 
Rabbis, who say: Anything that is prohibited on Shabbat due to a rab- 
binic decree [shevut], the Sages issued the decree to apply even during 
twilight. Even though this period is of questionable status with regard to 
whether it is day or night, the Shabbat restrictions instituted by the Sages 
apply then as they do on Shabbat itself. Consequently, since it is prohib- 
ited to separate teruma on Shabbat, it is prohibited during the twilight 
period as well. Therefore, during twilight, when the eiruv would go into 
effect, it is impossible to cause it to become permitted to an Israelite. 


The Gemara now asks: In accordance with whose opinion is the ruling 
that we learned in the following mishna: There are halakhot with regard 
to which they stated that measures are all in accordance with the par- 
ticular person involved," e.g, the handful of flour that a priest scoops out 
from a meal-offering, and the handfuls of incense the High Priest would 
offer on Yom Kippur, and one who drinks a cheekful on Yom Kippur, 
and with regard to the measure of two meals’ worth of nourishment for 
an eiruv. All these measures are determined by the particular individual 
involved. In accordance with whose opinion is this halakha? Rabbi 
Zeira said: It is in accordance with the opinion of Summakhos, who 
said: We require that which is fit for him, the particular individual, and 
we do not follow a standard measure. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the aforementioned mishna dis- 
agrees with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar. As it was taught 
in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: One may establish an eiruv 
for an ill or elderly person with an amount of food that is enough for 
him for two meals; and if he eats less than the average amount due to his 
sickness or age, a smaller amount of food is sufficient. But for a glutton 
we do not require food in an amount that would satisfy him; we measure 
on the basis of an average meal for the typical person." 


The Gemara answers: When the mishna says that the measure of food for 

two meals is determined by the particular person involved, interpret that 

as referring to an ill or elderly person. But with regard to a glutton, we 

do not determine the measure of food by his standard for a different 

reason, namely because his opinion is rendered irrelevant by the opin- 
ions of all other people. Therefore, there is no reason to be stringent with 

him and determine the measure according to his particular needs. 


We learned in the mishna: One may establish an eiruv for a priest in a beit 
haperas," an area in which there is doubt concerning the location of a 
grave or a corpse. The Gemara explains that the reason for this is as Rav 
Yehuda said that Shmuel said: In a time of need a person may blow on 
the dust in a beit haperas" before taking each step, so that if there is a bone 
beneath the dust he will expose it and avoid it, and he may thus walk 
across the area. Similarly, Rabbi Yehuda bar Ami said in the name of Rav 
Yehuda: A beit haperas that has been trodden underfoot, creating a path, 
is pure, as we assume that it no longer contains any bones as large as a 
kernel of barley. Both of these statements indicate that the ritual impu- 
rity ofa beit haperas is a stringency decreed by the Sages. Therefore, since 
there is a way to avoid becoming ritually impure there, even a priest may 
place his eiruv in a beit haperas. 
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We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: An eiruv may be es- 
tablished for a priest even in a cemetery, an area which the priest may 
not enter by Torah law. It was taught: This is permitted because the priest 
can interpose and walk between the graves inside a carriage, a crate, or 
a cupboard. These containers do not contract impurity because of their 
large size, and anything found inside of them remains pure. From here 
we see that he holds the following: A moving tent" is called a tent, and 
therefore the carriage, box, or cupboard are also considered tents. They 
shield a person carried in them from the impurity imparted by the graves 
in a cemetery. 


The Gemara notes that this matter is the subject of a dispute between 
the following tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita: With regard to one 
who enters the land of the nations, i.e., any territory outside Eretz Yis- 
rael, not on foot, but in a carriage, a crate, or a cupboard," Rabbi Ye- 
huda HaNasi renders him ritually impure. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, renders him pure. 


The Gemara explains: With regard to what do they disagree? One Sage, 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, holds that a moving tent is not called a tent. The 
principle is that only something fixed can shield against ritual impurity, 
but if one is situated inside a portable vessel, the vessel contracts impu- 
rity and he becomes impure along with it. And the other Sage, Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, holds that a moving tent is called a tent, and 
it shields the person inside from contracting ritual impurity. 


And with regard to that which was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda 
says: 


One may establish an eiruv for a priest who is ritually pure with teruma 
that is ritually pure and resting on a grave, even though the location is 
impure and he cannot reach it. How does he go there? In a carriage, crate, 
or cupboard, which shield him from the ritual impurity. 


The Gemara asks: Isn’t it true that once the eiruv was placed directly on 
the grave, the teruma became defiled, and ritually impure teruma is not 
fit to be eaten by anyone? The Gemara answers: We are dealing here with 
a case where the teruma had not yet been rendered susceptible to ritu- 
al impurity," as it had not yet come into contact with a liquid. Produce 
that has yet to come into contact with a liquid does not contract impu- 
rity. Or we are dealing with bread that was kneaded with fruit juice, 
which is not one of the seven liquids that render a food susceptible to 
ritual impurity. 


The Gemara now asks: How can he bring it from where it is resting on 
the grave in order to eat it? The Gemara answers: With flat wooden 
utensils that are not shaped as receptacles and therefore do not contract 
ritual impurity. 


The Gemara asks: Doesn't the utensil cover the grave? The Sages decreed 
that anyone who holds a utensil that is a handbreadth wide over a corpse 
or grave is ritually impure. The Gemara answers: He may bring it on the 
edge’ of the utensil while holding the utensil sideways so that it does not 
form a cover that is a handbreadth wide over the grave. 


The Gemara asks: If that is so, and there is a way for the teruma to remain 

ritually pure and for the priest to access it, what is the reason the Sages 

disagreed with Rabbi Yehuda and did not allow an eirwv to be established 

for a priest on a grave? The Gemara answers: They hold that it is prohib- 
ited to acquire a home with items from which benefit is prohibited. It 
is prohibited to derive benefit from a grave. Since one acquires a place of 
residence for Shabbat by means of the eiruv, it would be as if the priest 
acquired a home for himself with something from which he may not 

derive benefit. 


NOTES 


Moving tent - prt ba: Any wooden vessel with 
a volume larger than forty sea does not contract 
ritual impurity. Instead, it acts as a barrier against 
impurity and has the status of a tent. Therefore, if 
a corpse is located within it, anything situated un- 
derneath it contracts ritual impurity. In this context, 
the dispute is whether or not a portable item can 
be considered a tent (Josafot). 


HALAKHA 


One who enters the land of the nations in a car- 
riage, a crate, or a cupboard - may7 Yg? DDT 
Sam ngn mpwa: One who enters a country out- 
side of Eretz Yisrael in a carriage, crate, or cupboard 
is ritually impure. A moving tent is not called a 
tent, since the halakha is ruled in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi when he dis- 
agrees with his colleagues (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 11:5). 


NOTES 


Had not yet been rendered susceptible to ritual 
impurity - TWT xowa: The Torah states: “Of all 
food that may be eaten, that upon which water 
comes, shall be unclean” (Leviticus 11:34). Food that 
has not yet come into contact with water is not 
susceptible to ritual impurity. Therefore, even if it 
comes into contact with something that is ritually 
impure at any level of ritual impurity, the food itself 
does not become impure. The Sages had a tradi- 
tion that the word water stated in the Torah in this 
context includes other liquids as well: Dew, wine, 
oil, blood, honey, and milk. Contact with any one of 
these liquids causes food to become susceptible to 
ritual impurity. However, dough kneaded with the 
juice of fruits other than olives or grapes does not 
become susceptible to ritual impurity. 


He may bring it on the edge — mints 7y aT: 

The Jerusalem Talmud explains that in this case one 
creates a hole in a carriage, crate, or cupboard and 
brings the teruma inside by means of thin wooden 
chips or poles. A wooden utensil that is less than 
a handbreadth wide does not contract impurity 
inside a tent. In addition, a wooden utensil that 
cannot serve as a receptacle does not contract 
impurity, even through contact with a ritually im- 
pure object. 
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NOTES 


Mitzvot were not given for benefit — 1352 mun) wd myn: 
The accepted ruling is that the fulfillment of mitzvot cannot 
be seen as a source of benefit, as Rashi says: They were not 
given to the Jewish people for benefit; rather, they were 
given as a yoke on their necks. Consequently, the prohibi- 
ion against benefiting from a particular object does not 
prevent it from being used in the fulfillment of a mitzva. It 
is in cases such as the one described here that there is cause 
or concern, because a separate benefit exists, namely the 
establishment of an eiruv tehumin, that is separate from the 
ulfillment of the mitzva which motivated him to establish 
he eiruv. 


One may establish an eiruv for the sake of a mitzva - 
myn sah pawn: The term mitzva here is not limited to 
mitzvot mentioned explicitly in the Torah. It includes any 
activity related to a mitzva, the public good, or saving a 
life or property. 


Demai, isn't it unfit for him - mb Bia) xb Ni N17: The com- 
mentaries explain (see Josafot) that the Gemara is interpret- 
ing the mishna in accordance with all views, including that 
of Summakhos, since he does not disagree here. Accord- 
ing to the opinion that one may establish an eiruv with 
something that is fit to be eaten by another person, it is 
acceptable to establish and eiruv with demai. Even though 
demai is unfit for the one establishing the eiruy, it is fit for 
someone else. 


HALAKHA 

An eiruv in a cemetery - ninap maa ay: An eiruv may 
not be placed in a cemetery, as it is prohibited to derive 
benefit from graves. Even though mitzvot were not given 
for benefit, the person making the eiruv intends for the food 
to remain at this location should he need it the next day; 
therefore, it is prohibited to leave it there. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis as clarified by the 
Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 409:1). 


One may establish an eiruv with demai — *wata pawn: 
One is permitted to establish an eiruv with demai, since it is 
fit to be eaten by a poor person (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Eiruvin 1:15). 
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The Gemara asks: If so, does this prove by inference that Rabbi 
Yehuda holds that it is permitted to acquire a home with items from 
which benefit is prohibited? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda 
holds that mitzvot were not given for benefit." The fulfillment of 
a mitzva is not in itself considered a benefit. Since the acquisition of 
a place of residence by means of an eiruv is a mitzva, as one may es- 
tablish an eiruv tehumin only for the sake of a mitzva, it is even per- 
mitted to establish one’s eiruv in a place from which it is prohibited 
to benefit. 


The Gemara suggests: But if so, with regard to that which Rava said: 
Mitzvot were not given for benefit, let us say that he stated his 
halakha only in accordance with the opinion of one side in a dis- 
pute between tanna’im. The Gemara answers that Rava could have 
said to you: If they hold that one may establish an eiruv only for 
the sake of a mitzva, all would agree that the eiruv may be placed 
on a grave because mitzvot were not given for benefit. However, 
the dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and the Sages centers on a dif- 
ferent aspect of the issue. Here, they disagree with regard to this: 
One Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, holds: One may establish an eiruv only 
for the sake ofa mitzva." Since mitzvot do not constitute forbidden 
benefit, it is therefore permitted to make use of the grave. And one 
Sage, i.e., the Rabbis, holds: One may establish an eiruv even fora 
voluntary matter. Establishing a Shabbat residence on the site of a 
grave by means of an eiruv made for a voluntary matter is regarded 
as forbidden benefit, and therefore it is prohibited. 


The Gemara suggests: But if so, with regard to that which Rav Yosef 
said as a general principle: One may establish an eiruv only for the 
sake of a mitzva, let us say that he stated his halakha in accordance 
with one side in a dispute between the tanna’im. 


The Gemara answers: Rav Yosef could have said to you: In fact, all 
agree that one may establish an eiruv only for the sake of a mitzva, 
and all agree that mitzvot were not given for benefit, and they 
disagree with regard to this: One Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, holds: Once 
he acquired his Shabbat residence at twilight by means of the eiruv, 
he is indifferent to its safeguarding, as his main goal has already 
been achieved. He has no further need for the food used for the eiruv, 
and therefore, he receives no benefit from its placement on the grave. 
And one Sage, i.e., the Rabbis, holds: It is pleasing to him that the 
eiruv is safeguarded, for if he needs it the next day, he can eat it. 
According to this opinion, he would be making prohibited use of the 
grave to preserve his meal for the following day, and therefore the 
Sages prohibited placing an eiruv on a grave." 


MIS HN A One may establish an eiruv with demai," 


produce purchased from one who may not 
have separated the required tithes, and similarly, one may establish 
an eiruv with the first tithe whose teruma has been taken in order 
to be given to a priest, and with the second tithe and consecrated 
articles that have been redeemed; and priests may establish an 
eiruv with halla, the portion of dough that must be given to a priest. 


However, one may not establish an eiruv with tevel, produce from 
which the priestly dues [teruma] and other tithes have not been 
separated, nor with first tithe whose teruma, which must be given 
to a priest, has not been taken, nor with the second tithe or con- 
secrated articles that have not been redeemed. 

The Gemara asks: How can one establish an 


GEMA eiruv with demai? Isn’t it unfit for him?" 


Since it is prohibited to eat demai, how can it be used as an eiruv? The 
Gemara answers: Since if he wants, he could declare his property 
ownerless, and he would be a poor person, and the demai would 
then be fit for him, as a poor person is permitted to eat demai, now 
too, even though he has not renounced ownership of his property, 
it is considered fit for him to use as an eiruv. As we learned in a 
mishna: One may feed the poor demai, 
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and one may also feed soldiers demai. 


Rav Huna said: It was taught that Beit Shammai say: One may 
not feed the impoverished demai. And Beit Hillel say: One may 
feed the impoverished demai. The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Beit Hillel. 


We learned in the mishna: One may establish an eiruv with first 
tithe whose teruma has been taken. The Gemara expresses sur- 
prise: It is obvious that if the teruma was already taken there is no 
problem. Why is it necessary to state it may be used for an eiruv? 
The Gemara answers: It is only necessary to teach this halakha in 
a case where the Levite preceded the priest while the grain was 
still on the stalks, i.e., the Levite took his tithe before the grain was 
threshed and before the priest took the teruma; and the teruma of 
the tithes was taken from it but teruma gedola was not taken 
from it. Therefore, since the teruma is generally separated first, a 
portion of the first tithe that the Levite took should have been 
separated as teruma. 


And this is in accordance with the opinion that Rabbi Abbahu 
said that Reish Lakish said, as Rabbi Abbahu said that Reish 
Lakish said: First tithe, in a case where the Levite preceded the 
priest while the grain was still on the stalks,” is exempt from 
teruma gedola, as it is stated: “And you shall set apart from it a 
gift for the Lord, even a tenth part of the tithe” (Numbers 18:26), 
from which the following inference is made: A tenth part of the 
tithe, i.e., the teruma of the tithe, I told you, the Levite, to separate. 
And I did not tell you to separate teruma gedola and the teruma 
of the tithe. 


With regard to this matter, Rav Pappa said to Abaye: If so, even if 
the Levite preceded the priest after the kernels of grain were re- 
moved from the stalks and placed in a pile, the Levite should still 
not have to separate teruma gedola. Abaye said to him: With regard 
to your claim, the verse states: “From all that is given to you, you 
shall set apart that which is the Lord’s teruma” (Numbers 18:29). 
The inclusive phrase “from all” indicates that teruma gedola must 
be separated even from the first tithe in the case where the Levite 
precedes the priest after the grain has been collected in a pile. 


Rav Pappa asks: And what did you see that led you to expound 
one verse as exempting the Levite from separating teruma gedola 
from first tithe that has been separated while the grain was on the 
stalks, and to expound another verse as requiring teruma gedola to 
be separated when the Levite took his first tithe after the grain was 
collected in a pile? Abaye answers: This produce, which has been 
threshed and placed into piles, is completely processed and has 
become grain," and that produce, which remained on the stalks, 
did not yet become grain. The wording of the biblical verses indi- 
cates that the requirement to separate teruma applies only to grain, 
whereas the produce is not considered grain until it has been 
threshed. 


The mishna also stated that one may establish an eiruv with the 
second tithe and consecrated food that have been redeemed. 
The Gemara asks: It is obvious that these foods may be used to 
establish an eiruv. The Gemara answers: This ruling was only 
needed for a case where one redeemed the second tithe or conse- 
crated food and paid the principle but did not pay the additional 
fifth of their value, which must be paid when they are redeemed. 
And the mishna teaches us that the failure to pay the additional 
fifth does not invalidate the redemption. Once the principle is 
paid, even if payment of the additional fifth is still outstanding, the 
article is regarded as redeemed and may be used for mundane 
purposes. 


“And this shall be the priest's due.. 


HALAKHA 

The Levite preceded the priest while the grain was 
still on the stalks, etc. - ^3) pawa iar: Ifa Levite 
came and took the first tithe before a priest received 
the teruma, while the produce was still on the stalks, 
the produce the Levite receives is exempt from teruma. 
However, if the produce was already threshed and in a 
pile, the Levite is obligated to separate teruma as well 
(Tur, Yoreh De'a 331). 


NOTES 

RPX NI: The Torah states, 
.the first of your 
grain, of your wine and of your oil, and the first of the 
fleece of your sheep, shall you give to him” (Deuter- 
onomy 18:3-4). These verses indicate that the priest's 
due, teruma, is only given from the produce once it 
reaches the stage at which it is called grain. 


This has become grain - 
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LANGUAGE 


Unminted coin [asimon] — ji1a°Dx: From the Greek word 
donpov, asimon, meaning a coin-like piece of metal that 
does not have an impression on it. 


NOTES 


He will give the money and it shall become his — m3) 
b 91 9p27: There is no such verse in the Bible. Apparently, 
the reference is to the following verse:“And if he that sancti- 
fied the field shall redeem it, then he shall add the fifth part 
of your valuation to it, and it shall become his” (Leviticus 
27:19). In their citation, the Sages shortened the verse and 
slightly adjusted its wording in order to emphasize its rel- 
evance to the current discussion. 


Eiruv of Shabbat borders and eiruv of courtyards — ayy 
nivy ary pain: See Rashi and Tosafot, who explain 
the reason for the difference between the joining of Shab- 
bat borders [eiruv tehumin] and the joining of courtyards 
[eiruv hatzeirot]. It is indicated in the Jerusalem Talmud that 
nowadays, when most homes in a city are already joined 
together through the merging of alleyways, the joining of 
courtyards serves merely as a way to increase brotherly af- 
fection among Jews. Consequently, we are not particular 
about the agent who collects the food for the eiruv. 

Rabbeinu Yehonatan explains that, in establishing an 
eiruv hatzeirot, the minor need not say anything. However, 
when one establishes an eiruv tehumin, he must declare 
that a particular person designates this spot as his Shab- 
bat residence; it is for this declaration, which is similar to 
an acquisition, that a minor is unfit. Some commentaries 
explain that with regard to eiruv hatzeirot, the intention of 
the person who sends the agent can transfer ownership of 
the food and thereby establish the eiruv. Therefore, there is 
no cause for concern if the agent is a minor. However, with 
regard to eiruv tehumin, where the intention of the person 
who sends the agent is ineffective, a minor may not serve 
as a messenger (Rashba). 


HALAKHA 
Agents who are not qualified to establish an eiruv - mow 
ayy +X IPN: If one sends his eiruv with a deaf-mute, 
an imbecile, a minor, anyone who denies the principle of 
eiruv, or a gentile (Rabbeinu Yeruham), the eiruv is invalid 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 409:8). 


A minor with regard to eiruv hatzeirot — Dism aya Vp: 
Minors, slaves, and individuals who are not legally compe- 
tent may collect food for an eiruv hatzeirot and establish the 
eiruv, thereby allowing people to carry in the courtyard (Tur, 
Orah Hayyim 366:10). 
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The mishna further states: But one may not establish an eiruv with 
tevel, produce from which the priestly dues and other tithes have not 
been separated. The Gemara asks: This too is obvious, as it is pro- 
hibited to eat or derive any benefit from tevel. The Gemara answers: 
This ruling is only needed with regard to tevel that is considered 
tevel by rabbinic decree. What is included in this category? For 
example, if one planted seeds in an imperforated container, one is 
exempt by Torah law from separting teruma and tithes from the re- 
sulting produce because Torah law does not consider produce grown 
in such a container to have grown from the ground. 


The mishna stated that one may not establish an eiruv with first tithe 
whose teruma has not been taken. The Gemara asks: It is obvious, 
as such produce is tevel. The Gemara answers: This ruling is only 
needed for a case where the Levite preceded the priest and took first 
tithe from the pile, and only teruma of the tithe was taken from it, 
but teruma gedola was not taken from it, and the produce is there- 
fore still tevel. 


Lest you say the halakha in that case is as Rav Pappa said to Abaye, 
and the Levite is exempt from separating teruma gedola, and therefore 
the food may be used for an eiruv, the mishna teaches us as Abaye 
responded to Rav Pappa: If the Levite takes grain after it had been 
gathered in a pile, he must separate teruma gedola. Until he does so 
the produce may not be eaten. 


We also learned in the mishna that one may not establish an eiruv 
with the second tithe or consecrated food that have not been re- 
deemed. The Gemara asks: It is obvious that these items may not 


be used. 


The Gemara answers: This ruling is only needed for a case where he 

redeemed them, but did not redeem them properly, e.g., in the case 

of second tithe that was redeemed with an unminted coin 

[asimon].' And the Torah says with regard to the redemption of the 

second tithe: And bind up [vetzarta] the money in your hand” 
(Deuteronomy 14:25). This is expounded to mean that the second 

tithe may only be redeemed with money that has a form [tzura] 

engraved upon it; however, unminted coins are not considered 

money for the purpose of redeeming the second tithe. 


With regard to consecrated property, the reference is to a case where 
one redeemed it by exchanging it for land instead of money, as the 
Torah states: “He will give the money and it shall become his.”™ 
Since the verse speaks of giving money, it may be inferred that con- 
secrated property cannot be redeemed by giving the Temple treasury 
land of equivalent value. 


MI S H N A If one sends his eiruv in the hands of a deaf- 


mute, an imbecile, or a minor, all of whom 
are regarded as legally incompetent, or in the hands of one who does 
not accept the principle of eiruy, it is not a valid eiruv." But if one 
told another person to receive it from him at a specific location and 
set it down in that spot, it is a valid eiruv. The critical point in the 
establishment of an eiruv is that it must be deposited in the proper 
location by a competent person; but it is immaterial how the eiruv 
arrives there. 


GEMARA™ Gemara asks: Is a minor not fit to set 

down an eiruv? Didn’t Rav Huna say: A mi- 
nor may collect the food for an eiruv from the residents of a court- 
yard and establish an eiruv on their behalf even ab initio?" The Ge- 
mara answers: This is not difficult, as here, where the mishna 
invalidates an eiruv placed by a minor, it is referring to an eiruv of 
Shabbat borders. These laws are relatively stringent, as they require 
that one establish a new place of residence, which a minor cannot do. 
There, where Rav Huna said that a minor may collect the food for an 
eiruv, he was referring to an eiruv of courtyards." This type of eiruv 
is more lenient and may be established even by a minor, as all that is 
necessary is to join together domains that already exist. 
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We learned in the mishna: Or if one sends his eiruv in the hands of 
one who does not accept the principle of eiruv." The Gemara asks: 
Who is this? Rav Hisda said: A Samaritan [Kuti], who does not ac- 
cept the laws of the Sages with regard to eiruv. 


The mishna also states: And if he told another person to receive the 
eiruv from him, it is a valid eiruv. The Gemara challenges this state- 
ment: Let us be concerned that perhaps the minor or other incom- 
petent person will not bring the eiruv to the other person. The Ge- 
mara responds: This may be answered as Rav Hisda said with regard 
to a different statement, that it was referring to a case where he stands 
and watches him." Here, too, the mishna is referring to a case where 
the person sending the eiruv stands and watches him from afar until 
the eiruv reaches the person designated to receive it. 


The Gemara asks: But nonetheless, let us be concerned that perhaps 

the other person will not take the eiruv from the deaf-mute, imbecile, 
or minor and deposit it in the designated place. From a distance, one 

cannot see exactly what is happening. He only saw that the messenger 
arrived at his destination. The Gemara answers this question as fol- 
lows: Rav Yehiel said in a different context that there is a legal pre- 
sumption that an agent fulfills his agency. Here, too, there is a legal 

presumption that the agent appointed to accept the eiruv fulfills his 

agency. 


The Gemara asks: Where were these principles of Rav Hisda and Rav 
Yehiel stated? The Gemara answers: They were stated with regard 
to the following, as it was taught in a baraita: If one gave the eiruv to 
a trained elephant, and it brought it to the place where he wanted 
the eiruv deposited, or if he gave it to a monkey," and it brought it to 
the proper location, it is not a valid eiruv. But if he told another 
person to receive it from the animal, it is a valid eiruv. The Gemara 
asks: But perhaps the animal will not bring the eiruv to the person 
appointed to receive it? Rav Hisda said: The baraita is referring to a 
case where the person sending the eiruv stands and watches it from 
afar until it reaches the person designated to receive the eiruv. The 
Gemara asks further: But perhaps the person appointed to receive 
the eiruv will not accept it from the elephant or monkey. Rav Yehiel 
said: There is a legal presumption that an agent fulfills his agency. 


Rav Nahman said: With regard to Torah laws, we do not rely on the 
presumption that an agent fulfills his agency; rather, one must actu- 
ally see the agent performing his mission. 


However, with regard to rabbinic laws, we do rely on the presump- 
tion that an agent fulfills his agency." And Rav Sheshet disagreed 
and said: With regard to both this, Torah law, and that, rabbinic law, 
we rely on the presumption that an agent fulfills his agency. 


Rav Sheshet said: From where do I say this? As we learned in a 
mishna: Once the omer has been offered, the grain from the new 
crop is immediately permitted." The Torah prohibits eating from the 
new crop of grain until the omer sacrifice is offered on the second day 
of Passover (Leviticus 23:14); once the omer is offered, it is immedi- 
ately permitted to partake of the new grain. 


NOTES 


The prohibition to eat from the new crop of grain - 1D% 
win: The year's newly harvested grain may not be eaten until 
the omer offering is brought, as stated in the Torah: “And you 
shall eat neither bread, nor parched corn, nor green ears, until 
that very day, until you have brought an offering to your God; it 
shall be a statute forever throughout your generations in all your 


dwellings" (Leviticus 23:14). During the Temple period, eating the 
new grain was dependent upon the offering alone, which typi- 
cally took place early in the morning, on the first intermediate day 
of the festival of Passover. Outside of Jerusalem, everyone would 
rely on the presumption that by midday the omer sacrifice must 
have been offered. 


NOTES 


One who does not accept the principle of eiruv - 
IYI TTi iyxXw nd: The reference is clearly not to 
a gentile, since a gentile is not fit to be an agent 
because of his dissimilarity to the one sending him. 
For this reason, the Gemara inquires as to the identity 
of the one who does not accept the principle of an 
eiruv. The example given is the Samaritan [Kuti]. Even 
though he accepts the Torah, since he does not agree 
with the concept of an eiruv. For this reason, he is 
unfit for this mission (Rav Ya'akov Emden). This rule 
was applicable even when Kutim were not regarded 
as gentiles for all purposes. The law of a Kuti applies 
equally to a Sadducee, who also does not accept the 
concept of eiruv (Ritva). With regard to the students 
of Beit Shammai, however, even though Hananya 
claims that they do not accept most of the laws of 
eiruy, if they accept upon themselves a mission of this 
kind, they will certainly fulfill it properly (Beit Ya'akov). 


Gave it to a monkey — ap jana: Some commentar- 
ies differentiate between two sets of circumstances: 
If one gave the eiruv to a trained monkey or elephant, 
there is certainly no agency, as they are not fit for 
such a role. However, if he placed it on their backs 
and observed that they placed the eiruv in a certain 
spot, and he said that he wishes to establish that 
location as his Shabbat residence, the eiruv is valid 
(Rashba). 


HALAKHA 


He told another...stands and watches him - 3x 
ININ TY .. Jy): If one sends his eiruv with a per- 
son unfit for the task or even places it on an elephant 
or monkey, and he sees the eiruv arrive at its destina- 
tion, and he had told another person to accept the 
food and to place it down as an eiruv, the eiruv is 
valid. There is a presumption that an agent fulfills his 
mission (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 409:8). 


HALAKHA 
The presumption with regard to an agent - npin 
mw: Although some authorities relied on the rule of 
the geonim that in matters of ritual law the halakha is 
in accordance with the opinions of Rav Sheshet rath- 
er than those of Rav Nahman, it appears that in this 
instance most authorities rules in in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav Nahman. They maintain that in 
cases of Torah law we are not lenient; we do not rely 
on the basis of a presumption that an agent fulfills his 
mission (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 4:6). 
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HALAKHA 


The time when the new crop is permitted — 371 pat 
wn: Once the omer sacrifice has been offered, the new 
crop of grain may be eaten. People who live far from 
Jerusalem may partake of the new grain from midday 
onwards. Following the destruction of the Temple, the 
new crop of grain is forbidden until after the sixteenth 
of Nisan (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 10:2). 


The purification of a woman after childbirth or ziva — 
am nb Daw: A woman following childbirth and a 

zava would bring money to the Temple and place it in 

the designated box. After immersing, they are permit- 
ted to eat sacred foods at nightfall, since their purifica- 
tion sacrifices were certainly offered by then (Rambam 

Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 1:12). 


One who says to another: Go and gather for your- 
self figs from my fig tree - » vp xy iwan wait 
IRI DINA: If one person said to another: Take figs 
for yourself from my fig tree, and he specified a particu- 
lar amount, the presumption is that the owner must 
certainly have tithed the fruit. However, if he did not 
specify, then the recipient must separate the tithes. This 
applies when an am haaretz makes the offer to a haver. 
However, if a haver offers the figs to an am haaretz, and 
a different haver, who heard this statement, wants to 
eat from the figs, he need not tithe the fruit as demai 
(see the language of the Rambam and the KesefMishne; 
Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aserot 10:10). 


NOTES 


A woman who is responsible to offer sacrifices fol- 
lowing childbirth or after experiencing ziva - ww 
DEYAN ayy why: A woman after childbirth and a zava 
are both ritually i impure and only achieve full purifica- 
ion after they have brought a special offering. A zava 
is a woman who experiences a flow of blood similar to 
her menstrual cycle on three consecutive days during 
a time when she is not due to experience menstrual 
bleeding. As long as these women have not brought 
heir offerings, they are included in the category of one 
who lacks atonement, and they are prohibited to eat sa- 
cred foods. While there were several levels of sacrifices, 
he most common was a pair of turtledoves or pigeons, 
one for a burnt-offering and the other for a sin-offering. 


BACKGROUND 


The money in the collection box [shofar] — niyn 
wpiwa: There were a large number of people who 
offered sacrifices in the Temple. In order to prevent 
mistakes, those arriving at the Temple would generally 
not bring the sacrificial animals with them. Rather, they 
would deposit their money in the Temple treasury and 
receive a receipt, for which they would receive, in a dif- 
ferent chamber of the Temple, the appropriate sacrifice. 
Alternatively, they would place the money in one of the 
thirteen collection boxes in the Temple used for this 
and similar circumstances, as in the case of a woman 
after childbirth. Each box was called a shofar because it 
resembled a ram's horn in shape, with narrow openings 
that flared wider toward the bottom, to prevent theft 
from the boxes. 
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And those far from Jerusalem, who do not know whether or not the 
omer has already been offered, are permitted to eat from the new crop 
from midday and on, as the omer must surely have been offered by this 
time." Isn’t the prohibition to eat from the new crop a Torah law? And 
nevertheless, it was taught: And those far from Jerusalem are permit- 
ted to eat from the new crop from midday and on. Is this not because 
we may rely on the presumption that an agent fulfills his agency? The 
priests in the Temple serve as the agents of the entire Jewish people, and 
it may be assumed that they have performed the mission entrusted to 
them. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rav Nahman, who holds that with 
respect to Torah laws we may not rely on the presumption that an agent 
fulfills his agency, refute this proof? He can respond as follows: There, 
the agents may be trusted for the reason that was explicitly taught: 
Because we know that the court will not be indolent in offering the 
omer sacrifice; however, the same cannot be said of ordinary agents. 


And some say a different version of this response: Rav Nahman said: 
From where do I say this principle? As it was taught that the reason 
is because we know that the court will not be indolent in offering the 
omer past midday. From this we may infer: It is the court that will not 
be indolent with regard to missions entrusted to it, but an ordinary 
agent may indeed be indolent with regard to his mission. Therefore, we 
cannot rely upon an ordinary agent. 


And Rav Sheshet could have said to you that this is not the correct 
inference; rather, we should infer as follows: It is only the court that is 
presumed to have executed its mission by midday, even though the 
mitzva to bring the omer offering lasts all day. However, an ordinary 
agent, who is not as diligent, is only presumed to have completed his 
mission by the end of the entire day. 


Rav Sheshet said: From where do I say my opinion? As it was taught 
in a baraita: Awoman who is responsible to offer sacrifices following 
childbirth or after experiencing ziva" (Leviticus 12, 15) brings money 
and puts it in the appropriate collection box’ in the Temple, immerses 
in a ritual bath, and she may then eat sacrificial food at nightfall." What 
is the reason that she is permitted to eat immediately at nightfall? Is it 
not because we say that there is a presumption that an agent fulfills 
his agency, and the priests certainly purchased the appropriate sacri- 
fices with her money and offered them during the day? 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rav Nahman counter this proof? 
There, in the case of a woman who put money in the box, the reason 
she may rely on agency is in accordance with the statement of Rav 
Shemaya, as Rav Shemaya said: There is a legal presumption that the 
court of priests would not leave the Temple until all the money in the 
collection box has been spent on the purchase of sacrifices. We may 
rely only on the special court appointed to carry out this task, as it can 
be trusted. However, no proof may be brought from here with regard 
to an ordinary agent. 


Rav Sheshet said another proof: From where do I say this? As it was 
taught in a baraita: One who says to another person: Go and gather 
for yourself figs from my fig tree," if he does not specify the amount 
that he should take, the gatherer may eat casually from them even 
without separating tithes. However, if one wishes to eat the figs as a 
regular, set meal, he must first tithe them as fruit that is known with 
certainty not to previously be tithed. In this case, it may be assumed 
that the owner of the fig tree did not separate tithes to exempt these figs, 
as he did not know how many the gatherer would take. However, if the 
owner of the fig tree said to him: Fill this basket for yourself with figs 
from my fig tree, he may eat from them casually without tithing, and 
before eating them as a regular meal, he must tithe them as demai, 
produce with regard to which we are unsure if the appropriate tithes 
have been separated. Since the owner of the tree knows how many figs 
the gatherer will take, it is possible that he has already separated tithes 
for these figs. 
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In what case is this statement said? Where the owner of the fig tree is 
an am haaretz. But if he is a haver," the gatherer may eat the figs, and 
he need not tithe them even as demai, as the owner certainly sepa- 
rated tithes for them from other produce; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. His father, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, says 
the opposite: In what case is this statement said? Where the owner 
of the fig tree is an am ha ‘aretz. But if he is a haver, the gatherer may 
not eat the fruit until he tithes them because haverim, who are me- 
ticulous in their observance of halakha, are not suspected of separat- 
ing teruma and tithes from produce that is not adjacent to the produce 
they seek to exempt. Since the figs that have been picked are not adja- 
cent to the owner’s other figs, he has certainly not separated teruma 
and tithes on their account. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: My statement appears to be more correct 
than Father’s statement: It is better that haverim should be sus- 
pected of separating teruma and tithes from produce that is not adja- 
cent to the produce they seek to exempt, and they should not feed 
amei ha‘aretz produce that is tevel. 


The Gemara infers: The tanna’im disagreed only with regard to the 
following point: That one Sage, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, holds that 
haverim are suspected of tithing with produce that is not adjacent to 
the produce it comes to exempt, and one Sage, Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel, holds that they are not suspected of that. But all agree that 
we may rely on the presumption that an agent fulfills his agency, i.e., 
that the owner, who is regarded as an agent to tithe his produce so that 
no one will eat tevel on his account, can be relied upon to separate the 
tithes. 


And Rav Nahman can respond as follows: There, the owner can be 
trusted, in accordance with the statement of Rav Hanina Hoza’a, as 
Rav Hanina Hoza’a said: There is a legal presumption with regard 
to a haver that he does not release anything that is not tithed from 
his possession. Therefore, we are not relying ona general presumption 
with regard to agents but on a presumption with regard to haverim. 


The previous baraita contained several puzzling elements. Now that 
the Gemara has completed its primary discussion, namely the pre- 
sumption that an agent carries out his mission, it turns to a discussion 
of the baraita itself. The Master said: If one said to his fellow: Go and 
gather for yourself figs, in what case is this statement said? It is in a 
case where the owner of the fig tree is an am ha‘aretz. However, if he 
is a haver, the gatherer may eat the figs, and he need not tithe them; 
this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


The Gemara asks: This am ha ‘aretz, who addressed his fellow man, to 
whom did he speak? If you say that he spoke to his fellow am ha‘aretz, 
if so how are we to understand the statement that follows: He must 
tithe them as demai? Would an am ha‘aretz comply with the admoni- 
tion of the Sages" to suspect that the produce of his fellow am ha‘aretz 
may not have been tithed? Rather, this must be referring to an am 
ha‘aretz who told a haver to gather figs from his fig tree, and the haver 
will certainly tithe them. However, say that the latter clause of this 
baraita: My statement appears to be more correct than Father’s state- 
ment, means the following: It is better that haverim should be sus- 
pected of separating teruma and tithes from produce that is not adja- 
cent to the produce they seek to exempt, and they should not feed 
amei ha‘aretz produce that is tevel. What is the relevance of amei 
ha‘aretz there? According to that explanation, the situation is the op- 
posite. The person eating the figs is a haver, and the owner of the fig 
tree is an am haaretz. 


Ravina said: The first clause is referring to an am ha‘aretz who spoke 

to a haver, while the latter clause is referring to a haver who spoke to 

an am ha aretz, and a different haver heard him speak, and the discus- 
sion relates not to the one gathering the figs but to whether the second 

haver may partake of the figs if they are offered to him. The Gemara 

explains the disagreement according to this understanding: Rabbi 

Yehuda HaNasi 


NOTES 


Haver — 7am: A haver was a member of a group or 
class of people that was very meticulous in its obser- 
vance of several mitzvot that most commoners [amei 
ha aretz] were not meticulous in observing. The differ- 
ence was most pronounced in the practice of haverim 
to eat even non-sacred food in a state of ritual purity 
and in practices concerning the separation of tithes. 
Torah scholars were typically haverim, but not all 
haverim were necessarily Torah scholars. There was 
a special ceremony for acceptance into this group, 
which was performed in the presence of haverim 
who served as a kind of court for this purpose. The 
especially scrupulous practices of this group, all of 
whose members joined it out of their own free will 
in a desire to be more exacting in the performance of 
mitzvot, were not characteristic of all Jews. All agree 
that one may rely upon presumptions when dealing 
with haverim. 


Would an am ha‘aretz comply with the admonition 
of the Sages — m¥ 7: Tithes would be separated 
from demai in order to eliminate any doubt as to 
whether the produce had been tithed. This repre- 
sented a very meticulous level of observance, as most 
amei hd aretz did in fact tithe their produce. Therefore, 
tithing demai was something of an affront to the 
seller or the provider of the produce, as it showed that 
the buyer did consider him reliable. Consequently, it 
can be assumed that an am ha‘aretz would not agree 
to tithe demai. 
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HALAKHA 

If one placed his eiruv in a tree - twa jarvy jn: 
f one placed his eiruv in a tree or in a pit such that 
he eiruv is in a different domain than the one in 
which he establishes his Shabbat residence, and he is 
prohibited to carry the eiruv to his Shabbat residence, 
he eiruv is not valid. However, if one placed the eiruv 
in a location from which it is prohibited to carry only 
by rabbinic decree, the eiruv is valid, as stated in the 
mishna and in accordance with the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi in the Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 409:2). 
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NOTES 


holds: That haver, who heard the first haver speaking to the am 

haaretz, may immediately eat from the basket, and he is not re- 
quired to tithe the produce, as the first haver certainly separated 

tithes for the person who picked the figs, as he would not have 

caused an am ha aretz to eat tevel. And Rabban Shimon ben Gam- 
liel disagrees and says: That haver may not eat of the fruit until he 

has tithed them, for haverim are not suspected of separating 
teruma and tithes from produce that is not adjacent to the produce 

they seek to exempt. And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to him: It is 

better that haverim should be suspected of separating teruma and 

tithes from produce that is not adjacent to the produce they seek 
to exempt, and they should not feed amei ha‘aretz produce that is 

tevel. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what principle do they disagree? 

The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds: It is preferable 

to a haver that he commit a minor transgression," namely separat- 
ing tithes from produce that is not adjacent to the produce they seek 
to exempt, so that an am ha‘aretz will not commit the major trans- 
gression of eating tevel on his account. And Rabban Shimon ben 

Gamliel holds: It is preferable to a haver that an am ha‘aretz 

commit a major transgression, and that he himself not commit 

even a minor transgression. 


If one placed his eiruv in a tree" above ten 
MISHNA,*? 


handbreadths from the ground, his eiruv is 
not a valid eiruv; if it is below ten handbreadths, his eiruv is a 
valid eiruv. If he placed the eiruv in a pit, even if it was a hundred 
cubits deep, his eiruv is a valid eiruv. 


G E M ARA Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba sat, and with him 

sat Rabbi Asi and Rava bar Natan, and 
Rav Nahman sat beside them, and they sat and said: This tree 
mentioned in the mishna, where does it stand? If you say it stands 
in the private domain," what is the difference to me whether the 
eiruv is placed above ten handbreadths or below ten handbreadths? 
The private domain ascends to the sky, and there is no difference 
whether an object is above or below ten handbreadths. 


Rather, say that the tree stands in the public domain; but in that 
case the question arises: Where did the person intend to establish 
his Shabbat residence? If you say that he intended to establish his 
Shabbat residence in the tree above, he and his eiruv are in one 
place. Consequently, the eiruv should be valid, even if is at a height 
of more than ten handbreadths. Rather, say that he intended to 
establish his Shabbat residence on the ground below; but isn’t he 
making use of the tree" if he accesses his eiruv? It is prohibited to 
make use of a tree on Shabbat, and therefore his eiruv should in- 
valid even if it is less than ten handbreadths above the ground be- 
cause it is inaccessible to him. 


It is preferable to a haver that he commit a minor trans- 
gression — x¥>p KYDY n pays sand mh sma: Tosafor 
and most of the commentaries discuss this issue and distin- 
guish between various circumstances. Some commentaries 
state that where the other person is violating a prohibition 
anyway, there is no need to be concerned about him. However, 
if the other person would be acting unwittingly or because of 
circumstances beyond his control, one is permitted to trans- 
gress a minor prohibition in order to prevent him from violat- 
ing a major prohibition. In addition, if the minor prohibition 
that one violates will lead to the fulfillment of a mitzva as well, 
there is additional room for leniency. 
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If you say it stands in a private domain - mwa KPT xin 
‘vm: The question with regard to the fact that he is making 
use of the tree, which is prohibited in a private domain just as 
in a public domain, is relevant here as well (see Ritva). However, 
since this question is eventually raised and answered, the Ge- 
mara does not address it repeatedly. 


Isn't he making use of the tree - yxa VANN XP NT: 
The Rashba asks: What is prohibited about utilizing the tree 
in this circumstance? The eiruv is placed on the tree, and there 
is no need to move the tree at all to take the eiruv out of the 
tree, so why is this prohibited? Some commentaries answer 


that the very establishment of a Shabbat residence through 
an eiruv in a tree is considered utilizing the tree. However, 
this does not appear to be a convincing argument. Other 
authorities explain that while it is true that this case might 
not involve use of the tree, it is conceivable that there may be 
circumstances in which one places the eiruv in a spot where 
it cannot be reached without moving the entire tree or bend- 
ing its branches (Ritva). However, other commentaries rule 
that even taking something that is located in a tree or put- 
ting something on a tree is considered utilizing the tree, and it 
is prohibited (see Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 336:1,13 and 
commentaries). 
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The Gemara answers: Actually, we can accept the latter as- 
sumption that the tree stands in the public domain, and 
that he intended to establish his Shabbat residence on the 
ground below, in the public domain. And with regard to the 
prohibition against making use of a tree, this mishna is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who 
said: Anything that is prohibited on Shabbat not by Torah 
law, but rather due to a rabbinic decree [shevut]," the Sages 
did not issue the decree to apply during twilight," which 
is neither definitively day nor definitively night. Since using 
a tree is only prohibited due to a shevut, it is permitted to 
make use of the tree and remove one’s eiruv from it during 
the twilight period, which is when the eiruv establishes the 
person's Shabbat residence. Therefore, the eiruv is valid, pro- 
vided that it is below ten handbreadths. If, however, the eiruv 
is above ten handbreadths, it is invalid. At that height, remov- 
ing the eiruv from the tree entails violation of the Torah 
prohibition of carrying from a private domain to a public 
domain, which is prohibited even during twilight. 


Rav Nahman said to them: Well said, and Shmuel said 
similarly with regard to this issue. They said to him: Have 
you, the Sages of Babylonia, gone so far in your explanation 
of the mishna? The Gemara asks: Why were the Sages of 
Eretz Yisrael so surprised? They, too, explained the mishna 
in this manner. Rather, this is what they said to Rav 
Nahman: Have you established this explanation as part of 
your regular study" of the mishna? He said to them: Yes. 
Indeed, it was also explicitly stated that Rav Nahman said 
that Shmuel said: Here, we are dealing with a tree standing 
in the public domain, and the tree is ten handbreadths high 
and four handbreadths wide. It thereby constitutes a private 
domain, and one intended to establish his Shabbat resi- 
dence below in the public domain. And the mishna is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who 
said: Anything that is prohibited on Shabbat not by Torah 
law, but rather due to a rabbinic decree, the Sages did not 
issue the decree to apply during twilight. 


Rava said in continuation of this discussion: They only 
taught this law with regard to a tree that stands beyond the 
outskirts of the city, i.e., outside a radius of seventy and 
two-thirds cubits around the city. However, with regard toa 
tree that stands within the outskirts of the city," even if the 
eiruv was placed above ten handbreadths, it is a valid eiruv, 
as the city is considered as though it were filled in" with 
earth, so that anything located at any height within the town 
itself or its outskirts is regarded as being in the same domain. 
Even though the person intended to establish his Shabbat 
residence below the tree in the public domain, we view the 
ground as raised to the height of the eiruv, and his eiruv is 
therefore valid even though he cannot actually remove it 
from the tree during the twilight period. 


The Gemara asks: If so, if the tree stood beyond the out- 
skirts of the town, there should also be no difference wheth- 
er the eiruv is above or below the height of ten handbreadths. 
Since Rava himself said: One who places his eiruv in a par- 
ticular location has four cubits surrounding him that are 

considered as a private domain, here too, the area should be 

considered a private domain; and a private domain rises 

to the sky. Since the tree stands within this area, all parts of 
the tree should be regarded as a private domain regardless of 
their height. 


Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav Mesharshiya, said: Here, we are 
dealing with a tree that leans out’ horizontally beyond four 
cubits from its trunk, and one placed the eiruv on a section 
that is beyond four cubits, 


NOTES 


Anything that is prohibited due to a shevut - nwa xinw bs 
maw: This rule is limited to cases involving a mitzva. However, 
if no mitzva is involved, the Sages did not permit violation of a 
shevut during the twilight period. This is true even when the act 
is prohibited only because two rabbinic prohibitions overlap. 


Have you established this as part of your regular study — 
xma ab amyap: In other words, is this resolution, which main- 
ains that the mishna is referring to a tree four handbreadths 
wide standing in the public domain, regularly studied in the 
academies? Or was it stated only as an answer to the difficulty 
hat was raised but was not widely known? 


As the city is considered as though it were filled in - xaT 
KT wot 123: This principle is stated here only with regard 
o the laws of eiruv tehumin. Since a town is generally filled with 
houses and people, it is all considered one solid unit up to a 
considerable height, and the person is considered to have estab- 
ished his Shabbat residence in the same area where he placed 
his eiruv. However, this rule is not applicable to the domains of 
Shabbat. Consequently, the person would not be able to remove 
his eiruv from the tree while standing on the ground, unless the 
entire area was a private domain. 


HALAKHA 
A shevut during twilight — niwnwn pa maw: An act prohibited 
by rabbinic decree [shevut] is not prohibited during the twilight 
period on Friday, provided that it is performed for the purpose 
of a mitzva (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:10; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 307:22). 


A tree that stands within the outskirts of the city - Jina twa 
vy bw may: The halakha does not accept Rava's distinction 
between a tree standing within the boundary of the town and 
one standing outside it (see Rabbeinu Hananel; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 307:22). 


BACKGROUND 
A tree that leans out - myig tows: 


Tree leaning out horizontally before returning to an upright position 
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A pillar nine handbreadths high in the public domain — ay 
pata mwa mywn: A pillar that is exactly nine handbreadths 
high Maggid Mishne, citing the Ra’avad) and that many people 
use to shoulder their loads has the status of a public domain, 
even if it is not four handbreadths wide. According to the 
Rambam and Rashi, even a pillar that is between nine and 
ten handbreadths in height and that many people utilize to 
shoulder their loads has the status of a public domain (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345110). 
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NOTES 


and he intended to establish his Shabbat residence at its base. 
And what is the meaning of the terms above and below, as we 
said that this tree extends horizontally to the side, which indicates 
that it remains at a uniform height? After the tree leans horizon- 
tally beyond four cubits from the place of its roots, it rises once 
again in an upright position, and therefore the terms above and 
below are applicable. 


The Gemara asks: Isn’t it true that even if the eiruv is above ten 
handbreadths, if one wants, he can remove it from where it was 
deposited and bring it by way of the tree’s leaves," i.e., its branch- 
es that are above ten handbreadths, to within four cubits of the 
place where he intended to establish his Shabbat residence? 
Therefore, the eiruv should be valid even though it is above ten 
handbreadths. 


The Gemara answers: We are dealing with a unique situation 
where the horizontal section of the tree is used by the masses to 

shoulder their burdens on it, i.e., to temporarily rest their loads 

on it, so that they can adjust them and easily lift them up again; 

and the halakha in that case is in accordance with the opinion of 
Ulla, as Ulla said: With regard to a pillar that is nine hand- 
breadths high and situated in the public domain," and the mass- 
es use it to shoulder their loads upon it," and someone threw an 

object from a private domain and it came to rest upon it, he is 

liable, as this pillar has the status of a public domain. Conse- 
quently, in the case of the tree, one may not bring the eiruv by way 
of the tree’s branches, as the horizontal section of the tree has the 

status of a public domain, and one may not carry from one private 

domain to another via a public domain. 


The Gemara previously cited the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi that anything that is prohibited on Shabbat due to rabbinic 
decree is not prohibited during the twilight period. The Gemara 
now attempts to clarify the matter: What is the source that origi- 
nally cites Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion, and what is the source 
which cites the opinion of the Rabbis? 


The Gemara cites the source of the disagreement: As it was taught 
in the Tosefta: If one placed his eiruv in a tree above ten hand- 
breadths from the ground, his eiruv is not a valid eiruv. If he 
placed it below ten handbreadths, his eiruv is a valid eiruv, but 
he is prohibited to take it on Shabbat in order to eat it because it 
is prohibited to use the tree on Shabbat. However, if the eiruv is 
within three handbreadths" of the ground, he is permitted to 
take it because it is considered as though it were on the ground 
and not in a tree. If one placed the eiruv in a basket and hung it 
on a tree, even above ten handbreadths, his eiruv is a valid eiruv; 
this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. And the Rabbis 
disagree and say: In any situation in which the eiruv was placed in 
a location where it is prohibited to take it, his eiruv is not a 
valid eiruv. 


Bring it by way of its leaves — voy pı ay a: All the com- 
mentaries struggle with this passage: What is the meaning of 
the phrase: By way of its leaves? Why is it impossible to remove 
the eiruv by way of the leaves when the masses shoulder their 
burdens on the tree? Some commentaries answer that the 
above phrase means by way of the tree itself, i.e., by rolling the 
object along the tree. One cannot roll it in this case because 
many people shoulder their burdens on it (Meir/). Other com- 
mentaries offer a different approach: As long as one carries the 
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object himself, he is prohibited to carry it even in the airspace 
of the public domain, even though it is not considered carrying 
in the public domain (Rashi). 


A pillar nine handbreadths high, and the masses use it to 
shoulder their loads upon it - pons Dan AYwA Way: Gen- 
erally, an object taller than three handbreadths is no longer 
considered like the ground itself. Therefore, a pillar that is nine 
handbreadths tall should be an exempt domain. Nevertheless, 


since the masses use it to adjust their loads, it attains the status 
of a public thoroughfare that is traversed by many people. 


Within three handbreadths — awh ‘Jina: According to the 
principle of lavud, two solid surfaces are considered connected 
ifthe gap between them is less than three handbreadths. There- 
fore, the lowest three handbreadths of a tree are considered like 
the ground, and one is permitted to make use of them not only 
during the twilight period but even on Shabbat itself. 
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The Gemara clarifies: With regard to which statement did the Rabbis 
state their opinion? If you say they were referring to the latter clause 
with respect to the basket hanging from the tree, let us say that the 
Rabbis hold that using even the sides of a tree is prohibited," as 
making use of the basket is considered using the sides of a tree. Rath- 
er, the Rabbis’ statement must refer to the first clause, in which 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says that if one put the eiruv below ten hand- 
breadths, his eirwv is valid, but he is prohibited to move it. 


The Gemara clarifies further: This tree, what are its circumstances? 
If it is not four by four handbreadths wide, it is an exempt domain, 
ie., a neutral place with respect to the laws of carrying on Shabbat, 
from which an object may be carried into any other Shabbat domain. 
In that case, the eiruv should be valid even if it was placed higher than 
ten handbreadths in the tree. And if it is four by four handbreadths 
wide, when one places it in a basket, what of it? What difference does 
it make? In any event it is in a private domain. 


Ravina said: The first clause is referring to a case where the tree is 
four by four handbreadths wide. The eiruv is not valid if it was placed 
above ten handbreadths because the tree at that height constitutes a 
private domain, and the eiruv cannot be brought to the public domain 
below, where one wishes to establish his Shabbat residence. The latter 
clause, however, is referring to a case where the tree is not four by 
four handbreadths wide, and the basket completes the width of the 
tree at that spot to four. 


And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Meir, and he also holds in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda. 


The Gemara clarifies: He holds in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Meir, who said the following in the case of an arched gateway 
in which the lower, straight-walled section is three handbreadths high, 
and the entire arch is ten handbreadths high: Even if, at the height of 
ten handbreadths, the arch is less than four handbreadths wide, one 
considers it as if he carves out the space to complete it,’ i.e., the arch 
has the legal status as though it were actually enlarged to a width of 
four handbreadths. Similarly, in our case the basket is taken into ac- 
count and enlarges the tree to a width of four handbreadths. 


And he also holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, 
who said: We require that the eiruv rest ona place that is four by four 
handbreadths wide, and here there is not a width of four hand- 
breadths without taking the basket into account. 


The Gemara now asks: What is the source of the ruling of Rabbi Ye- 
huda? As it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: If one 
stuck a cross beam into the ground in the public domain and placed 
his eiruv upon it, if the cross beam is ten handbreadths high and four 
handbreadths wide, so that it has the status of a private domain, his 
eiruv is a valid eiruv; but if not, his eiruv is not a valid eiruv. 


The Gemara expresses surprise: On the contrary, if the cross beam is 
not ten handbreadths high, why shouldn't his eiruv be valid? He and 
his eiruv are in the same place, i.e., in the public domain. Rather, 
this is what he said: If the cross beam is ten handbreadths high, it is 
necessary that its top be four handbreadths wide, so that it can be 
considered its own domain; but ifit is not ten handbreadths high, it 
is not necessary that its top be four handbreadths wide because it is 
considered part of the public domain. 


from the publisher 


NOTES 

Let us say that the Rabbis hold that using the sides 
of a tree is prohibited — prox pry pal app a): 
This question itself is puzzling. The rule that utilizing the 
sides of a tree is prohibited on Shabbat is accepted as 
halakha, and at the very least it should not be considered 
astonishing. Rabbeinu Hananel explains that the question 
relates to the suggestion that utilizing the sides of the 
tree should be prohibited during the twilight period, as 
it is only prohibited to use the sides of a tree on Shabbat 
itself, but not during twilight. 


BACKGROUND 
He carves out the space to complete it - powab Pppin: 
See Background note on Firuvin nb, p. 56. 


NOTES 


He and his eiruv are in the same place — iny) NIT 
“ny Dipa: The early commentaries had a variant reading: 
Is his eiruv an eiruv? Isn't he in one place while his eiruv is 
in another place? Furthermore, with regard to the ruling 
that: If not, his eiruv is not an eiruv; on the contrary, he and 
his eiruv are in the same place. 

According to this reading, the Gemara’s question is: If 
a person wishes to establish his Shabbat residence in the 
public domain and his eiruv is placed in a private domain, 
why should his eiruv effectively establish his Shabbat 
residence? It is possible to explain, as Rashi does, in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rava, which maintains that 
one who establishes an eiruv tehumin creates a private 
domain for himself at the location of his eiruv. Therefore, 
he and his eiruv are in fact in the same place (see the Ritva). 
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LANGUAGE 
Basket [teraskal] — pow: Probably from the Greek word 
xáptaM oç, kartallos, with the consonants transposed. It 
means a basket with a pointed base. 


BACKGROUND 
A reed anda basket - bpp Map: According to the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, the sides of the basket 
that have been placed on the reed are considered as though 
they extend down to the ground. 


Basket placed on a reed 
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The Gemara poses a question: In accordance with whose opinion 
did Ravina offer his explanation, which maintains that we are deal- 
ing with a basket that completes the dimension of the tree to four 
handbreadths and yet it is not treated as a private domain? It is not 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda," as it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Yehuda, says: If one stuck a reed into the ground in the 
public domain, and placed a basket [teraskal]" four by four hand- 
breadths wide on top of it," and threw an object from the public 
domain, and it landed upon it, he is liable for carrying from a 
public domain to a private domain. According to Rabbi Yosei, son 
of Rabbi Yehuda, if a surface of four by four handbreadths rests at a 
height of ten handbreadths from the ground, this is sufficient for it 
to be considered a private domain. Ravina’s explanation of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi’s position, however, does not appear to accept this 
assumption. 


The Gemara refutes this and claims that this proofis not conclusive: 
Even if you say that Ravina’s explanation is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, a distinction can be 
made: There, in the case of the basket resting on a reed, the sides of 
the basket constitute partitions that surround the reed on all sides, 
and we can invoke the principle of: Lower the partition, according 
to which the partitions are viewed as extending down to the ground. 
Consequently, a kind of private domain is created within the public 
domain. Here, in the case of the basket hanging from the tree, the 
partitions of the basket do not surround the tree, and so they do 
not suffice to create a private domain. 


Rabbi Yirmeya said that the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi in 
the Tosefta can be explained in an entirely different manner: A bas- 
ket is different, since one can tilt it’ and in that way bring it to 
within ten handbreadths of the ground. Without moving the entire 
basket, one can tilt it and thereby remove the eiruv in order to eat it, 
without carrying it from one domain to another. 


Rav Pappa sat and recited this halakha. Rav bar Shabba raised an 

objection to Rav Pappa from the following mishna: What does 

one do if a Festival occurs on Friday, and he wishes to establish an 

eiruv that will be valid for both the Festival and Shabbat? He brings 

the eiruy to the location that he wishes to establish as his residence 

on the eve of the first day, i.e., the eve of the Festival, and stays there 

with it until nightfall, the time when the eiruv establishes that loca- 
tion as his residence, and then he takes it with him and goes away," 

so that it does not become lost before Shabbat begins, in which case 

he would not have an eiruv for Shabbat. On the eve of the second 

day, i.e., on Friday afternoon, he takes it back to the same place as 

the day before, and stays there with it until nightfall, thereby es- 
tablishing his Shabbat residence; and then he may then eat the eiruv 
and go away, if he so desires. 


NOTES 


It is not in accordance with Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda - 
MDM DIA DP 91D xr: Rabbeinu Hananel explains that this 
comment does not refer to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi. Rather, the reference is to a statement by Rabbi Yehuda, 
whose opinion with regard to an eiruv resting on a place four 
handbreadths wide at a height of ten handbreadths is contrary 
to the approach of his son, who holds that anything that is four 
handbreadths wide at a height of ten handbreadths constitutes 
a private domain (Rashba). 


If one stuck a reed...and placed a basket on top of it - 
bpow ibia mam... yy: The dispute between Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, and the Rabbis is whether or not to 
evaluate partitions for a private domain in an entirely formalistic 
manner. Rabbi Yosei holds that since the basket has partitions 
at a height of ten handbreadths, they should be considered as 
partitions that descend all the way down to the ground. In this 
manner, they create a pillar four handbreadths wide and ten 


handbreadths high. The Rabbis claim that since these partitions 
do not form an actual physical barrier, they are insufficient to 
create a private domain. 


Since one cantilt it- aniv dion bin: Inthe Jerusalem Talmud 
itis explained that it is possible to turn the basket upside down. 
Once it has been turned upside down, all agree that its sides 
cannot be considered valid partitions and it cannot create a 
private domain, even according to Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda. 


He brings it on the first day...and takes it — jwa iwdin 
yin: The Gemara's implication is that if one wants to be sure 
that his eiruv will not be eaten or lost before Shabbat, he may 
remove it from its spot after it has established his place of resi- 
dence for the first day and return it on the following day. How- 
ever, in the Jerusalem Talmud it is stated that the eiruv must be 
removed, since one cannot establish an eiruv on Thursday for 
Shabbat if the sanctity of a Festival intervenes. 
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Why must one actually bring the eiruv to the place where he wish- 
es to establish his residence? Let us say: Since if he wished to 
bring the eiruv there he could bring it, even though he did not 
bring it, it is considered as though he did bring it there." This 
follows the same reasoning proposed by Rav Yirmeya in the case 
of the basket: Since one can tilt it. The fact that this reasoning is 
not employed here indicates that the potential to do something is 
insufficient; rather, the deed must actually be done. 


Rabbi Zeira said: The fact that one must bring his eiruv the day 
before to the spot that he wishes to establish as his place of resi- 
dence, and the potential to bring it there does not suffice, is a 
decree due to a Festival that occurs after Shabbat. In that case, 
the eiruv is valid for the Festival only if it was brought there before 
Shabbat, for it cannot be carried there on Shabbat. Since one can- 
not actually bring the eiruv there, it cannot be said: It is considered 
as though he did bring it there because had he wished to bring 
the eiruv he could have. Consequently, the Sages decreed that in 
all cases, the eiruv is only valid if it was actually brought to the 
designated spot, lest one come to think that even on a Festival that 
occurs after Shabbat it need not be brought there. 


Rav bar Shabba raised another objection from a different baraita: 

With regard to one who intended to establish his Shabbat resi- 
dence in the public domain and placed his eiruv in a wall that is 

more than four cubits away from that location; if he placed the eiruv 

below a height of ten handbreadths above the ground, his eiruv 

is a valid eiruv; but if he placed it above ten handbreadths, his 

eiruv is nota valid eiruv because he is in a public domain while his 

eiruv is in a private domain. If one intended to establish his Shab- 
bat residence on top ofa dovecote or on top ofa large cupboard, 
if he placed the eiruv in the dovecote or cupboard above ten hand- 
breadths from the ground, his eiruv is a valid eiruv because both 

he and his eiruv are in a private domain; but if he placed it below 
ten handbreadths, the area in which he placed his eiruv is consid- 
ered a karmelit, and his eiruv is not a valid eiruv because he cannot 

transport his eiruv from there to his own domain on Shabbat. 


Why should this be so? Here too, let us say that his eiruv should 
be valid even if it was placed below ten handbreadths, since one 
can tilt the cupboard and bring it to within ten handbreadths 
from the ground, in which case he and his eiruv would be in the 
same domain. Rabbi Yirmeya said: Here, we are dealing with a 
cupboard that is nailed to the wall so that it cannot be tilted. 


Rava said: Even if you say that it is referring to a cupboard that 
is not nailed to the wall, here, we are dealing with a very tall 
cupboard, such that were one to tilt it alittle in order to bring the 
top of the cupboard within ten handbreadths from the ground, the 
top of the cupboard would project beyond the four cubits" that 
constitute one’s Shabbat residence. 


The Gemara asks: What, exactly, are the circumstances? If it is 
referring to a case where the cupboard has a window, and one has 
a rope at hand," let him bring it by means of the window and 
rope. In other words, let him lower the rope through the cup- 
board’s window and bring the eiruv with it, and he will not have to 
move the entire cupboard. The Gemara answers: Here we are 
dealing with a case where it does not have a window, and he does 
not have a rope at hand. 


We learned in the mishna: If one placed the eiruv in a pit, even if 
it is a hundred cubits deep, his eiruv is a valid eiruv. The Gemara 
asks: This pit, where is it situated? If you say that it is situated in 
the private domain, 


NOTES 


It is considered as though he did bring it there — jx 
127 FANT: This question and those in the ensuing dis- 
cussion are based on the assumption that something that 
has the potential to be done is considered as though it has 
already been done. As an aside, it should be noted that a 
similar assumption is mentioned in several talmudic sources 
and is termed: Anything suitable for mixing, mixing does not 
impede it. 

The Gemara raises difficulties from a number of sources 
hat indicate that the mere possibility that something can 
be done is not sufficient with regard to an eiruv. Rather, the 
action must actually be performed. With regard to the proof 
from the law of an eiruv on Shabbat and a Festival, some com- 
mentaries, such as Rashi, maintain that the proof is from the 
aws of eiruvin in general and not just from that unique case. 
However, the Ra‘avad explains that the decisive proof comes 
rom this particular case, since the eiruv is already found in 
hat place, and one had already established that location as 
his Shabbat residence and intends to acquire his place of rest 
or the following day as well. Nevertheless, the possibility 
alone is insufficient. 


Beyond four cubits - mix yaa yin: It would seem that 
even if it is beyond four cubits, one can bring in the eiruv: 
Although it is prohibited to carry four cubits in the public 
domain, it is still possible to transfer it in increments of less 
han four cubits. Apparently, even Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi did 
not permit violating a rabbinic prohibition [shevut] of this 
ind (Ritva). 


A window [kavta] and a rope [mitna] - Kann KAD: Some 
commentaries read these terms lakhta and mitna, "according 
o a variant reading that appears elsewhere in the Talmud. A 
number of commentaries explain that /akhta refers to a type 
of handle at the end of a rope, while others state that it is a 
ype of wheel like that at the top of a crane. The assumption is 
hat beforehand one prepared a method of raising food to the 
op of the cupboard, and therefore he must have a lakhta and 
a mitna at hand to assist him in maneuvering objects within 
he cupboard. This is the reason why the Sages did not refer to 
a lakhta and mitna in the case of a tree. They are not typically 
used in such circumstances (Ra’avad). 
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HALAKHA 


If one placed his eiruv on top of a reed - W53 iam) 
Mapa: If one placed his eiruv on top of a reed or 
a growing plant, it is not a valid eiruv because he 
might come to break off part of the plant. How- 
ever, if the reed had been detached and later rein- 
serted into the ground, an eiruv placed on it is valid 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 409:3). 


NOTES 

On top of a reed or on top of a pole - mp7 wKIA 
DANPT İN: In the Jerusalem Talmud it is emphasized 
that according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion 
it is necessary to assume that a board four hand- 
breadths wide rests on top of the reed. Therefore, 
the eiruv rests on a place four handbreadths wide 
(see Rashi). 


Lest he break it off - nivy xiaw: The Rambam 
explains that since reeds are thin and positioned 
closely together, one might pluck attached ones 
while pulling the detached ones, failing to differen- 
tiate between the two. Consequently, it is necessary 
for the reed to be reinserted into the ground in a 
different location. 
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it is obvious, for the private domain ascends to the sky, and just as 
it ascends upward, so too, it descends downward to the bottom of 
the pit, even ifit is more than ten handbreadths deep. Rather, we must 
say that the pit is situated in the public domain. 


The Gemara now clarifies: Where did one intend to establish his 
Shabbat residence? If he intended to establish his residence above 
the pitin the public domain, this is a case where he is in one place and 
his eiruv is in another place, i.e., in a private domain, and therefore 
his eiruv is not valid. Alternatively, if one intended to establish his 
Shabbat residence below, in the pit, it is also obvious, as he and his 
eiruv are in one place. 


The Gemara answers: This ruling is necessary only in a case where the 
pit is situated in a karmelit, and he intended to establish his Shabbat 
residence above the pit in the karmelit. And with regard to the ques- 
tion of how this eiruv can be valid, as one cannot bring the eiruv from 
the pit to the karmelit, the answer is that the mishna was taught in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who said: With 
regard to anything that is prohibited on Shabbat due to rabbinic 
decree [shevut], they did not issue the decree to apply during twi- 
light. Since carrying from the pit to the karmelit is only prohibited as 
a shevut, a person may carry from the pit to the karmelit during twilight, 
the time when the eiruv establishes one’s Shabbat residence. 


MI S HNA If one placed his eiruv on top of a reed" or on 


top ofa pole [kundas]," when the reed or pole 
is detached from its original place and stuck into the ground, even if 
it is a hundred cubits high, it is a valid eiruv, as one can remove the 
reed or pole from the ground and take his eiruv. 


G E M ARA Rav Adda bar Mattana raised a contradiction 


before Rava concerning two tannaitic rulings: 
The mishna states that if the reed was detached from its place of growth 
and then stuck into the ground, yes, the eiruv is valid. That indicates 
that if it was not detached and then stuck back into the ground, no, 
the eiruv is not valid. In accordance with whose opinion is this mishna? 
It is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who say: Anything 
that is prohibited on Shabbat due to rabbinic decree [shevut], such 
as using a tree on Shabbat, they issued the decree to apply even dur- 
ing twilight. Therefore, if the eiruv was on top of a reed that was still 
attached to the ground in its original place of growth, since it is pro- 
hibited by rabbinic decree to make use of trees on Shabbat, one cannot 
remove the eiruv from its place at the time that he must establish his 
Shabbat residence, and therefore his eiruv is invalid. But didn’t you say 
that the first clause, i.e., the previous mishna, is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? How can you say that the first 
clause is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and 
the latter clause is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis? 


Rava said to Rav Adda: Rami bar Hama already raised this contradic- 
tion before Rav Hisda, and Rav Hisda answered him: Indeed, the 
first clause is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi, and the latter clause is in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis. 


Ravina said: You can, in fact, say that it is all Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
and the latter clause, i.e., the mishna that insists that the reed be de- 
tached and inserted, is not based upon the prohibition of utilizing trees 

on Shabbat. Rather, in that case there is a unique decree lest he break 
it off" from the ground if the reed is relatively soft. Therefore, the 

mishna requires one to use something that has already been detached 

from the ground and reinserted. However, the previous mishna is refer- 
ring to someone who placed his eiruv in a tree, where this concern is 

not relevant. 
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The Gemara relates that a certain army [pulmosa]" once came 
to Neharde’a and took quarters in the study hall, so that there 
was not enough room for the students. Rav Nahman said to 
the students: Go out and create seats by compressing reeds 
in the marshes," and tomorrow, on Shabbat, we will go and 
sit on them and study there. 


Rami bar Hama raised an objection to Rav Nahman, and 
some say that it was Rav Ukva bar Abba who raised the ob- 
jection to Rav Nahman, from the mishna that states that if 
the reed was detached and then stuck into the ground, yes; 
but if it was not detached and not stuck into the ground, no. 
This shows that it is not enough to compress the reeds, and 
they must actually be detached from the ground before they 
may be used on Shabbat. 


Rav Nahman said to him: There, in the mishna, we are deal- 
ing with hard reeds, which may not be bent and used on 

Shabbat, unlike soft reeds. He adds: And from where do you 

say that we distinguish between hard reeds and reeds that 

are not hard?" As it was taught in a baraita: Reeds, boxthorn,” 

and thistles" are species of trees, and therefore they are not 

included in the prohibition of food crops in a vineyard, 
which applies only to herbs planted among vines. And it was 

taught in another baraita: Reeds, cassia, and bulrushes are 

species of herbs, and therefore they are included in the pro- 
hibition of food crops in a vineyard. These two baraitot con- 
tradict one another, as one states that reeds are trees, while 

the other says that they are considered herbs. 


Rather, conclude from this that we must distinguish be- 
tween them as follows: Here, in the first baraita, it is referring 
to hard reeds, which are like trees; whereas there, in the sec- 
ond baraita, it is referring to reeds that are not hard. The 
Gemara concludes: Indeed, conclude from this that our 
resolution of the contradiction is correct. 


The Gemara raises a question with regard to the previously 
cited baraita: Is cassia a type of herb? Didn't we learn in a 
mishna: One may not graft rue® to white cassia, as this in- 
volves the grafting of herbs to a tree? This proves that white 
cassia is a tree. Rav Pappa said: There is no difficulty, as cas- 
sia is distinct and is considered a type of herb, and white 
cassia is distinct and is considered a type of tree. 


MI S HN A If one put the eiruv in a cupboard and 
locked it, and the key was lost, so that 
he is now unable to open the cupboard and access the eiruv, 


it is nonetheless a valid eiruv. Rabbi Eliezer says: Ifhe does 
not know that the key is in its place, it is not a valid eiruv. 


GEMARA The Gemara asks: And why should 


the eiruv be valid if the key was lost? 
He is in one place and his eiruv is in a different place, since 
he cannot access the eiruv. 


Compressing reeds in the marshes — XINI W213 "W125: 
The Ra’avad explains that Rav Nahman told them to tread 
firmly over the reeds in the marsh so that the breakable reeds 


would be broken before Shabbat. 


Hard reeds and reeds that are not hard — pwy pty 
pT yy: The straightforward meaning of Rav Nahman's state- 
ment is that he classifies reeds according to their elasticity 
and softness: When the reed is soft, it is considered an herb, 
both to permit treading on it on Shabbat, as there is no 


NOTES 


prohibition against stepping on herbs, and with regard to 
the prohibition to plant it in a vineyard. With regard to the 
prohibition against diverse kinds, it is surprising that the 
same species can at times be considered an herb and at other 
times a tree. The Rashba explains that Rav Nahman's inten- 
tion was to differentiate between species of reeds: There are 
types of reeds that are hard and are defined as trees, and 
there are reeds that are soft and are considered herbs. It is 
possible that the Rambam understood this discussion in a 
similar manner. 


LANGUAGE 


Army [pulmosa] - Kpina: From the Greek nóàepoç, polemos, 
meaning war or army. 


BACKGROUND 


Boxthorn [atad] - tx: The atad is a species of Lycium, from the 
Solanaceae family. It is a prickly, tangled bush that grows up to a 
height of about 3 m. Boxthorn grows wild in the desert. 


Boxthorn 


Rue — D39: The common fringed rue, Ruta chalepensis, from the 
Rutaceae family, is a sharp-smelling bush, 50-70 cm tall. Its leaves 
divide into feathery lobes, about 10 cm in length. The plant has 
yellow flowers. Fringed rue is widely cultivated for its fragrance. 
Several potions that serve as folk medicines are extracted from 
it. However, the plant also grows wild in all parts of Eretz Yisrael, 
except the Negev, as well as in other Mediterranean countries. 


Ruta chalepensis 


HALAKHA 

Reeds, boxthorns, and thistles — pam ptexm papa: Reeds, 
thornbushes, and thistles are types of trees. Therefore, their pres- 
ence in a vineyard does not constitute a violation of the prohi- 
bition against food crops in a vineyard. There is no difference 
between hard and soft plants with regard to this prohibition. 
Rather, the primary factor is the species, as opposed to the soft- 
ness or hardness of the plant. This ruling is in accordance with 
the principles established in the Tosefta (Radbaz; Rambam Sefer 
Zeraim, Hilkhot Kilayim 5:19). 
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— NOTES 9 ——_______- 
Cupboard of bricks - pad by ban: The Gemara is trying to 
find a case that does not involve dismantling, as building and 
dismantling are primary categories of labor that are prohibited 
on Shabbat by Torah law. The consensus appears to be that a 
emporary construction made of layers of bricks is not sub- 
ject to the prohibition of dismantling. Nevertheless, the Sages 
prohibited the dismantling of such a structure on Shabbat. 
They permitted dismantling it only on a Festival because on a 
Festival the prohibition is less severe than on Shabbat, and they 
also wanted to promote rejoicing on the Festival (see Ritva). 


HALAKHA 
A house filled with produce...was then breached - ma 
nm... v3 anew: If a house filled with produce was 
breached, one is permitted to remove the produce via the 
opening. Apparently, this also applies to a bona fide house 
(Magen Avraham), as the produce itself was never set-aside 
[muktze] (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 518:9). 
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HALAKHA 


It was Rav and Shmuel who both said: Here, we are dealing 
with a cupboard made of bricks," and the mishna is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who said: One 
may create a breach in a brick wall on Shabbat ab initio, and 
take produce from the other side. As we learned in a mishna: 
Ifa house filled with produce had been sealed and was then 
breached," one may take out produce from the place of the 
breach. Rabbi Meir disagrees and says: One may even create 
a breach in the wall of the house and take produce ab initio. 
Consequently, according to Rabbi Meir it is permissible to 
make a hole in the cupboard in order to remove the produce 
found inside. 


The Gemara asks: Didn’t Rav Nahman bar Adda say that 
Shmuel said that that very mishna cited as a proof is referring 
to a structure built from layers of bricks piled one atop the 
other without cement or mortar between them, in which case 
making a hole cannot be considered dismantling a bona fide 
structure? The Gemara answers: Here too, we are dealing with 
a cupboard made from layers of bricks. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty: Didn’t Rabbi Zeira say: 
The Sages in the aforementioned mishna, who discussed the 
breaching of a wall, spoke only with regard to a Festival, but 
not with regard to Shabbat? Therefore, it cannot be derived 
from that mishna that it is permitted to breach the cupboard 
on Shabbat in order to access the food inside. The Gemara 
answers: Here too, the mishna is referring to a case where the 
person needed an eirwv for a Festival but not for Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: If it is so that the mishna is referring only 
to a Festival, there is a difficulty with that which was taught 
about it in the following Tosefta: Rabbi Eliezer says: If the 
key was lost in a city, his eiruv is a valid eiruv; and if it was 
lost in a field, his eiruv is not a valid eiruv, for within a city it 
is possible to carry the key by way of courtyards that have 
joined together in an eiruv or the like, but in a field it is impos- 
sible to carry it, as the field has the status of a karmelit. And if 
the mishna is referring to a Festival, what is the difference to 
me whether the key was lost in a city or a field? On a Festival 
there is no prohibition against carrying from a private to a 
public domain, and therefore if the key was lost even in a field, 
the eiruv should still be valid. 


The Gemara answers: The mishna is incomplete and it teach- 
es the following: If one placed the eiruv in a cupboard and 
locked it, and the key is lost," it is nonetheless a valid eiruv. 
In what case is this statement said? On a Festival; however, 
on Shabbat, his eiruv is not a valid eiruv. If the key is found,” 
whether in a city or in a field, his eiruv is not a valid eiruv. 
Rabbi Eliezer disagrees and says: If it is found in a city, his 
eiruvis a valid eiruv; but ifit is found ina field, his eiruv is not 
a valid eiruv. 


If one placed the eiruv in a cupboard...and the key is 
lost — nna nay.yaa jana: If one placed his eiruv in a 
cupboard or in a house and locked it and then lost the key 
before Shabbat began, and if it is impossible to remove the 


eiruv without performing a labor prohibited by Torah law, 


the eiruv is not a valid eiruv. Some authorities rule that if one 
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needs to perform only a labor prohibited by rabbinic decree 
to remove the eiruv, his eiruv is a valid eiruv (Magen Avraham; 
Taz). Other authorities dispute this ruling (Tur; Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 394:3). 


board where the eiruv is located was misplaced, and it was 
then found in a place where one can carry it without trans- 
gressing a Torah prohibition, the eiruv is valid. This is the 
ruling even though one did not have the key during the 
twilight period (see Shulhan Arukh HaRav; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 394:3). 
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The Gemara now explains the difference: If the key is found in a city, 
his eiruv is a valid eiruv in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shi- 
mon, who said: Roofs, courtyards, and enclosed fields [karpeifot] 

are all one domain with regard to utensils that began Shabbat in them. 
Accordingly, a utensil that was left on a roof at the beginning of Shabbat 

may be carried into a courtyard or a karpef. It is possible to transfer 
anything located in a city from one place to another in a similar manner. 
If, however, the key is found in a field, his eiruv is not a valid eiruv, in 

accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis," due to the prohibition to 

carry in a karmelit. Although carrying there is merely a shevut, the eiruv 

is not valid. 


The discussion above constitutes one understanding of the mishna. 
Rabba and Rav Yosef, however, both said: Here, we are dealing with 
a wooden cupboard, and the tanna’im disagree with regard to the fol- 
lowing point: The first, anonymous Sage, who rules that the eiruv is 
valid, holds that the cupboard is a utensil, and that there is no prohib- 
ited labor of building utensils, and similarly, there is no dismantling 
of utensils. Since dismantling a utensil is not included in the prohibited 
labor of dismantling, one may make a hole in the cupboard in order to 
access the food used for the eiruv. And the other Sage, Rabbi Eliezer, 
who invalidates the eiruv, holds that the cupboard is a tent. A wooden 
implement of such a large size is no longer classified as a utensil; rather, 
itis considered a building, and therefore it is subject to the prohibitions 
against building and dismantling on Shabbat. 


And their dispute is parallel to the dispute between these tanna’im, as 
we learned in a mishna with regard to the ritual impurity of a zav: One 
of the unique laws of a zav is that he imparts impurity to an object 
simply by moving it, even if he does not touch it directly. If a zav 
knocked on a carriage, crate, or cupboard, even ifhe did not actually 
come into direct contact with them, they are nonetheless ritually im- 
pure because he caused them to move when he struck them. Rabbi 
Nehemya and Rabbi Shimon disagree and render them pure. 


What, are they not disagreeing about this point: The first Sage holds 
that a carriage, crate, or cupboard is categorized as a utensil, and there- 
fore it contracts ritual impurity when a zav causes it to move; and the 
other Sage, Rabbi Nehemya and Rabbi Shimon, holds that it is a tent, 
and a building does not contract ritual impurity in any way from a zav? 


Abaye said in refutation of this proof: And do you think that this is a 
reasonable explanation of the mishna? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: If 
a zav shook a real tent, and it moved, it is ritually impure; and if he 
shook a utensil and it did not move, it is ritually pure? This indicates 
that the critical factor is not whether the article is classified as a tent or 
as a utensil but whether or not it actually moves when shaken. Further- 
more, it was taught in the latter clause of that baraita: And if they 
moved, they are ritually impure, and this is the principle: If a utensil 
or a tent moved due to the direct force of the zav, it is ritually impure. 
But ifit moved due to vibrations, e.g., if the zav knocked on the floor 
or on the platform upon which the object is located, and the vibrations 
of the floor or the platform caused the object to move, it is ritually pure, 
as it was not moved by the direct force of the zav. Once again, the de- 
termining factor is not the object’s classification as a tent or a utensil 
but whether it was actually moved by the zav. 


Rather, Abaye said that the dispute between the first tanna and Rabbi 
Nehemya and Rabbi Shimon should be understood as follows: All agree 
that movement due to the direct force of the zav causes the object to 
become ritually impure, whether it is a tent or a utensil. Conversely, if 
the movement was due to vibrations of the floor or base, it is ritually 
pure. And here, we are dealing with a case where the object vibrated 
because of the direct force of the zav, i.e., where he banged upon the 
object itself, causing it to vibrate but not to move. And the tanna’im 
disagree with regard to the following point: The first Sage holds that 
this, too, is considered movement; and the other Sage, Rabbi Nehemya 
and Rabbi Shimon, holds that vibration is not considered movement. 
Therefore, Abaye rejects Rabba and Rav Yosef’s proof for their explana- 
tion of the mishna. 


NOTES 


His eiruv is not an eiruv, in accordance with the opin- 
ion of the Rabbis — pana avy ivy pg: Rabbi Zerahya 
HaLevi, Rabbeinu Yehonatan, and other commentaries 
explain that the Rabbis in this context are those who 
disagree with Rabbi Shimon with regard to carrying ina 
field. In pressing circumstances, Rabbi Shimon permits 
transporting an object by passing it from one person to 
another down a line of people. Therefore, the Gemara 
emphasizes that the halakha is not in accordance with 
Rabbi Shimon in this regard. 


Movement and vibrations — mwN bp»: There are 
many details of these laws, and they are primarily ad- 
dressed in tractate Zavim. The main point is the distinc- 
tion between moving an object and merely causing it 
to vibrate. It would appear that when an object vibrates, 
its location does not noticeably change. 


HALAKHA 


Moved by his direct force and by vibrations - pb» 
aw Dana ina Manna: When a utensil is attached to 
the ground and other utensils are stacked on top of it, 
if the bottom utensil was moved by a zav and the stack 
of utensils fell off, they are ritually impure because they 
were moved by a zav. However, if the upper utensils 
only fell because the bottom utensil was caused to 
vibrate, but not actually move, they are not ritually im- 
pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 9:1). 
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HALAKHA 
A lock tied with a leather strap — kana vop Sayan: 
If one put his eiruv in a cupboard that was then locked 
with a knotted rope, since he can bring a knife and cut 
the rope, his eiruv is valid, in accordance with the opin- 
ions of Abaye and Rava (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
409:4). 


Utensils that may be moved on Shabbat - obs 
nawa D>: All utensils, even ones generally used 
for purposes prohibited on Shabbat, may be carried 
on Shabbat if one needs them in order to perform a 
permitted act or if one needs to use the place in which 
they are located. However, if one is generally careful not 
to handle the utensil for anything other than its primary 
purpose due to its importance and the concern for pos- 
sible monetary loss, one may not move it on Shabbat, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:1). 


Rolled beyond the Shabbat limit — onay yn bban: 
If one’s eiruv rolled beyond his Shabbat limit but re- 
mained within four cubits of the boundary, his eiruv 
is valid. If, however, it rolled more than four cubits past 
the limit, his eiruv is invalid, as stated in the mishna and 
in accordance with Rava’s explanation (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 409:5). 


If the eiruv was lost or burnt — qW i DYI TIX: If 
one’s eiruv was lost or burnt prior to the onset of Shab- 
bat, it is not a valid eiruv. However, if this happened after 
nightfall, it is a valid eiruv. In a case of doubt, it is an eiruv, 
in accordance with the opinions of Rabbi Yosei, Rabbi 
Shimon, and other Sages. A questionable eiruv is valid 
only if it is known with certainty that it was originally 
valid when it was placed in its spot. If a doubt arose at 
the outset, at the time of the placement of the eiruy, it 
is invalid (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 409:6). 


NOTES 

A knife is required to cut it - pba NSD a: The 
question is raised: If indeed the halakha is in accordance 
with Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’a opinion that there is no 
concern with regard to rabbinic prohibitions during 
he twilight period before Shabbat, carrying the knife 
should be permitted, as even Rabbi Nehemya agrees 
hat it is merely a rabbinic prohibition. If Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi’s opinion is not accepted, cutting the lock with 
a knife should be prohibited according to everyone, as 
hat act itself constitutes a violation of a rabbinic decree. 
Rabbi Ovadya of Bartenura explains that Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi permits only an action that violates one rabbinic 
prohibition during twilight; if two rabbinic prohibitions 
are involved, he too prohibits the activity. 


A donkey driver and a camel driver - bya ‘van: The 
meaning of this expression, which appears several 
times in this tractate, derives from the differences in 
leading camels and donkeys. A donkey driver walks 
behind his donkey, every so often encouraging him 
from the rear, as a donkey is not generally accustomed 
to being pulled from the front. The opposite is true for 
a camel: One leads the camel by walking in front of 
it and pulling it. Consequently, the expression that a 
person must be both a donkey driver and a camel driver 
means that he must be in two places at once, both in 
front of and behind a particular object, and he is unable 
to move. A different interpretation of the expression is 
offered by the Arukh: One must pull a donkey and lead 
a camel when neither animal wants to move. 
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The Gemara therefore proceeds to ask: If so, how is the mishna 
with regard to eiruv to be interpreted? The Gemara answers: 
Abaye and Rava both said: We are dealing here with a lock 
that is tied with a leather strap," and a knife is required to cut 
it" if there is no key. 


The anonymous first tanna holds in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yosei, who said: All utensils may be moved on 

Shabbat, except for a large saw and the blade of a plow." Con- 
sequently, one may take a knife, cut the strap, and remove his 

eiruv from the cupboard. 


And Rabbi Eliezer holds in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Nehemya, who said: Even a cloak, and even a spoon, 
which are certainly used only for activities permitted on Shabbat, 
may be moved on Shabbat only for the purpose of their ordi- 
nary use. The same applies to a knife, which may be moved only 
in order to cut food, but not for any other purpose. Conse- 
quently, one cannot cut the strap around the lock of the cup- 
board, and therefore his eiruv is invalid unless the key is located 
in town and he can transport it via courtyards. 


fone’ eiruv rolled beyond the Shabb 
MISHNA! ee ed beyond the Sha at 


limit," and he no longer has access to his 
eiruv since he may not go beyond his limit, or if a pile of stones 
fell on it, or if it was burnt," or if the eiruv was teruma and it 
became ritually impure; if any of these occurrences took place 
while it was still day, prior to the onset of Shabbat, it is not a 
valid eiruv, since one did not have an eiruv at twilight, which is 
the time one’s Shabbat residence is established. However, if any 
of these occurred after dark, when it was already Shabbat, it is 
a valid eiruv, as it was intact and accessible at the time one’s 
Shabbat residence is determined. 


If the matter is in doubt, i.e., if he does not know when one of 
the aforementioned incidents occurred, Rabbi Meir and Rabbi 
Yehuda say: This person is in the position of both a donkey 
driver, who must prod the animal from behind, and a camel 
driver,” who must lead the animal from the front, i.e., he is a 
person who is pulled in two opposite directions. Due to the 
uncertainty concerning his Shabbat border, he must act strin- 
gently, as though his resting place were both in his town and at 
the location where he placed the eiruv. He must restrict his 
Shabbat movement to those areas that are within two thousand 
cubits of both locations. 


Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon disagree and say: An eiruv 
whose validity is in doubt is nevertheless valid. Rav Yosei said: 
The Sage Avtolemos’ testified in the name of five Elders that 
an eiruv whose validity is in doubt is valid. 


G E M ARA We learned in the mishna: If one’s eiruv 

rolled beyond the Shabbat limit prior 
to the onset of Shabbat, it is not a valid eiruv. Rava said: They 
only taught this in a case where one established his eiruv at the 
edge of his town’s Shabbat limit and the eiruv rolled more than 
four cubits outside that limit; however, if it remained within 
four cubits of the Shabbat limit, it is a valid eiruv. The principle 
is that one who places his eiruv in a particular location has four 
cubits around it, since he has established his Shabbat residence 
there. 


Avtolemos - pindivar: Almost nothing is known about Av- 
tolemos. He was one of Rabbi Yosei’s teachers, and Rabbi Yosei 
quotes his statements in the name of five Elders with regard to 


a variety of issues. 


Some commentaries identify Avtolemos with Avtolemos ben 


PERSONALITIES 


Reuven, who was granted special permission by the Sages to 
dress and cut his hair in the gentile manner to facilitate his efforts 
on behalf of the Jewish people, as he had intimate ties with the 
Roman government. Avtolemos may be the son of Rabbi Reuven 
Ha'ltztrobuli, who also fulfilled a similar function in Rome. 
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The mishna continues: If a pile of stones fell on the eiruv" 
prior to the onset of Shabbat, it is not a valid eiruv. It might 
enter your mind to say that the mishna is referring to a case 
where if one wanted he could take the eiruv, i.e., where it is 
physically possible to clear the stones and remove the eiruv 
from underneath them. The only reason he cannot do so is 
because of the rabbinic prohibition to handle items that are 
set-aside, such as stones, on Shabbat. 


Ifso, let us say that the mishna is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. As, if you say that it is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, there 
is a difficulty: Didn’t he say that with regard to anything 
prohibited due to rabbinic decree, they did not issue the 
decree to apply during twilight? The prohibition to handle 
items that are set-aside is also a rabbinic decree, and therefore, 
according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, since the eiruv was acces- 
sible at twilight, it should be valid. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: Even if you say that the 
mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, we can say that this ruling was necessary only in a 
case where a hoe or a spade would be required in order to 
remove the eiruv from under the stones, i.e., one would have 
to dig, which is a Shabbat labor prohibited by Torah law, not 
only by rabbinic decree. 


The Gemara comments: And both rulings, the ruling concern- 
ing an eiruv that rolled beyond the Shabbat limit and the ruling 
concerning an eiruv that became buried under a pile of rocks, 
are necessary. As, if the mishna had only taught the case of 
the eiruv that rolled away, we might have said that the eiruv is 
invalid because it is not near him, but if a pile of rocks fell 
on the eiruy, since it is near him, you might say that it should 
bea valid eiruv, as one does not actually have to eat the eiruv. 


And conversely, if the mishna had only taught the case where 
a pile of rocks fell on the eiruv, we might have said that the 
eiruv is invalid because it is covered, but in the case where it 
rolled away, since sometimes a wind comes and brings it 
back, you might say that it should be a valid eiruv. Therefore, 
it was necessary to teach both cases. 


The mishna further states: Or if the eiruv was burnt, or if the 
eiruv was teruma that became ritually impure before Shabbat, 
it is nota valid eiruv. The Gemara asks: Why do I need to teach 
these two cases? The essential point of both cases is the same: 
The eiruv is no longer fit to be eaten. The Gemara answers: The 
mishna taught the case where the eiruv was burnt 


to convey the far-reaching nature of Rabbi Yosei’s statement, 
as he is lenient in a case of uncertainty whether the eiruv was 
burnt the previous day or only after nightfall, even though the 
eiruv is now entirely destroyed. Additionally, the mishna 
taught the case of teruma that became ritually impure to 
convey the far-reaching nature of Rabbi Meir’s statement, 
as he is stringent even though the teruma itself is still present, 
and there is only an uncertainty about when it became impure. 


HALAKHA =——— 
If a pile of stones fell on the eiruv — bs voy box: If a pile of 
stones fell on the eiruv, but one can still access it by moving the 
stones, it is a valid eiruv. However, if one must perform a labor 
prohibited by Torah law in order to access his eiruv, the eiruv is 
invalid (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 394:2). 
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HALAKHA 


A ritually impure person descended to immerse in 
a ritual bath - biah TPY KAY: If a ritually impure 
person descended to immerse himself, and a doubt 
arose with regard to his immersion, he is impure, 
since he retains his previous status of impurity until 
his status of purity has been clearly established. This 
ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei (Beer HaGola). Some authorities maintain that 
his only applies to someone who was ritually im- 
pure by Torah law, but one who was ritually impure 
by rabbinic decree is presumed to have become 
pure, in accordance with the unattributed mishna 
and the Rambam's ruling (Vilna Gaon; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 201:71). 


NOTES 


There is doubt whether he immersed — bap pao: 
As will be explained to a certain extent below (36a, 
p.188), there are other aspects to this issue that merit 
clarification and elucidation beyond the discussion 
in the Gemara in this context. The primary issue is the 
strength of the legal presumption that everything 
retains its previous legal state until it is known with 
certainty that it is no longer in that state. In the case 
of an impure person who immersed himself, the 
presumption is one of ritual impurity. As long as he 
cannot prove that he immersed and purified himself, 
he retains his impure status. However, the applica- 
tion of these principles to the discussion with regard 
to eiruv is less clear, as there appear to be differing 
legal presumptions that would lead to different hala- 
khic conclusions. 


We pierce mountains — oa pqp: Thinking of 
mountains as if they were pierced allows measure- 
ments to be taken along a horizontal plane, ignor- 
ing the differences in elevation, and not along the 
ground. This method of measurement may not be 
used for measurements related to Torah law, e.g., 
measuring the area defined by the Torah as the out- 
skirts of a city of refuge, which provides a safe haven 
for unwitting killers, and measuring to determine 
which town is closest to a corpse found in an open 
space and is therefore responsible to perform the 
rite of the heifer whose neck is broken [egla arufa]. In 
such cases, precise measurement along the ground 
is required. 


People measuring the Shabbat limit while ignoring the difference 
in elevation 
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The Gemara questions the mishna’s ruling itself: Does Rabbi Meir re- 
ally hold that in cases of doubt one must be stringent? Didn’t we learn 
the following in a mishna: If a ritually impure person descended to 
immerse in a ritual bath," and there is doubt whether he actually im- 
mersed" or he did not immerse; and even if he certainly immersed, 
there is doubt whether he immersed in a ritual bath containing forty 
se'a of water, the minimal amount of water necessary for the ritual bath 
to be valid, or he did not immerse in forty sea; and similarly, if there 
are two adjacent ritual baths, one of which has forty se‘a of water in it 
and is therefore valid, and one of which does not have forty sea of 
water in it, and he immersed in one of them, but he does not know in 
which of them he immersed; in each of these cases, owing to one’s 
doubt, he remains ritually impure? 


In what case is this statement, which maintains that in cases of doubt 
one is considered impure, said? It is said with regard to severe forms 
of ritual impurity, i.e., those imparted by a primary source of ritual 
impurity. 


However, with regard to lenient forms of ritual impurity imposed only 
by rabbinic decree, such as one who ate half a half-loaf of impure foods; 
and similarly, one who drank impure liquids; and one whose head 
and most of his body came under drawn water, as opposed to spring 
water or rainwater, in which case the Sages decreed that person to be 
ritually impure; or if three log of drawn water fell on one’s head and 
most of his body, in which case the Sages also decreed that person to 
be impure; and if in any of these cases one descended to immerse 
himself in a ritual bath to purify himself of the rabbinically decreed 
impurity, and there is doubt whether he actually immersed or he did 
not immerse; and even ifhe certainly immersed, there is doubt wheth- 
er he immersed in forty se‘a of water or he did not immerse in forty 
sea; and similarly, if there were two ritual baths, one of which has 
forty se‘a of water in it and one of which does not have forty se‘a of 
water in it, and he immersed in one of them, but he does not know in 
which of them he immersed; in all of these cases, owing to his doubt, 
he is ritually pure. 


Rabbi Yosei disagrees and renders him ritually impure. In any event, it 
is clear that, according to the unattributed mishna, which is generally 
presumed to reflect the opinion of Rabbi Meir, the halakha is lenient in 
cases of doubt relating to ritual impurity that is due to rabbinic decree. 
Why, then, doesn’t Rabbi Meir agree that we should be lenient in cases 
of doubt relating to an eiruv, which is also of rabbinic origin? 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Meir holds that the prohibitions relating 
to Shabbat limits are prohibited by Torah law, and therefore the uncer- 
tainties in the mishna involve a Torah prohibition, with regard to which 
one may not be lenient. 


The Gemara asks: Does Rabbi Meir really hold that the prohibitions of 
Shabbat limits are prohibited by Torah law? Didn’t we learn in a mish- 
na: When taking measurements related to Shabbat boundaries, ifa fifty- 
cubit rope is held at either end by two people, the distance between 
them is deemed to be fifty cubits, even if the distance on the ground is 
greater, owing to inclines and depressions? If there is a hill or incline 
between them that cannot be swallowed by the fifty-cubit measuring 
rope, so that the usual mode of measurement cannot be used, in this 
situation, Rabbi Dostai said in the name of Rabbi Meir: I heard that 
we pierce mountains," i.e., we measure the distance as if there were a 
hole from one side of the hill to the other, so that in effect we measure 
only the horizontal distance and ignore the differences in elevation. 


And if it should enter your mind to say that the prohibitions relating 
to Shabbat limits are prohibited by Torah law, would it be permitted 
to pierce the mountains? Didn’t Rav Nahman say that Rabba bar 
Avuh said: We may not pierce mountains when measuring the bound- 
aries of cities of refuge nor when measuring which city is closest to a 
corpse and is therefore obligated to perform the rite of the heifer whose 
neck is broken, because those laws are from the Torah; therefore, a 
more stringent policy is used to measure the distances precisely? 
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The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as there is no contradiction between 
the two statements. This statement, according to which Shabbat limits are by 
Torah law, is his; that statement, in which he is lenient, is his teacher’s. The 
language of the mishna is also precise according to this explanation, as we 
learned: In this case, Rabbi Dostai bar Yannai said in the name of Rabbi 
Meir: I have heard that we pierce mountains. This formulation indicates that 
Rabbi Meir did not state his own opinion. Rather, he transmitted a ruling that 
he had heard from his teacher, even though he did not agree with it himself. 
The Gemara concludes: Indeed, conclude from this that this resolution is 
correct. 


The Gemara continues: There is still room to raise a contradiction between 
one ruling with regard to Torah law and another ruling with regard to Torah 
law, according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir. 


As we learned in a mishna: If one touched one other person at night, and he 
does not know whether the person he touched was alive or dead," and the 
following day he arose and found him dead, and he is in doubt as to wheth- 
er or not he contracted ritual impurity as a result of having come into contact 
with a corpse, Rabbi Meir renders him ritually pure. It is assumed that the 
deceased was still alive until the point that it is known with certainty that he 
is dead. And the Rabbis render him ritually impure because it is assumed 
that all ritually impure items had already been in the same state as they were 
at the time they were discovered. Just as the deceased was found dead in the 
morning, so too, it may be presumed that he was dead when he was touched 
in the middle of the night. Therefore, Rabbi Meir is lenient even with respect 
to an uncertainty relating to a Torah law, and he holds that a person is presumed 
to be alive until it is known with certainty that he died. Why, then, is he strin- 
gent concerning doubt as to whether the eiruv had already become impure on 
the previous day or only after nightfall? Here too, one should assume that the 
eiruv is ritually pure until he knows with certainty that it became defiled, and 
so the eiruv should be valid, even if Shabbat limits are considered Torah law. 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yirmeya said: The mishna is referring to a case 
where a creeping animal that imparts ritual impurity was on the teruma’ that 
was used to establish the eiruv for the entire twilight period. The Gemara asks: 
If so, in that case, would Rabbi Yosei say that an eiruv whose validity is in 
doubt is valid? There is no uncertainty in this case. 


It was Rabba and Rav Yosef who both said: The doubt here does not result 
from the facts of the case themselves, but from conflicting testimonies and an 
inability to decide between them. Here, we are dealing with two sets of 
witnesses," one of which says: The teruma became impure while it was still 
day, before the onset of Shabbat; and one of which says: The teruma became 
impure only after nightfall. 


Rava said: That is not the way to resolve the apparent contradiction between 
the two rulings; rather, there is a difference between the cases with regard to 
the ritual impurity itself: There, with regard to touching a person who was 
later found dead, there are two presumptions supporting leniency, whereas 
here, with respect to the teruma being used for an eiruv, there is only one 
presumption supporting leniency. How so? With regard to one who touched 
another person who was later found to be dead, there are two presumptions 
of purity: Firstly, the person who was found dead was previously alive, and the 
presumption is that he remained in that state until we know with certainty that 
he was dead. Secondly, the one who touched that person was previously pure, 
and he remains in that presumptive state until we know with certainty that he 
became impure. Therefore, Rabbi Meir had adequate reason to be lenient. 
However, with regard to teruma, only one presumption exists, that the teruma 
was previously pure and presumably remained in that state until proven oth- 
erwise. Since there is no additional presumption, Rabbi Meir ruled stringently. 


HALAKHA 


If one touched a person who may be dead - 
Ma papa yas: If one touched another person at 
night and does not know whether that person 
was alive or dead, and in the morning that per- 
son was found dead, the following distinction 
applies: If the doubt arose in a private domain, 
the person is ritually impure, in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis. If the doubt 
arose in a public domain, he is ritually pure 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot Ha- 
Tumot 18:14). 


NOTES 


A creeping animal was on the teruma - 71 
yw why: The commentaries question Rashi’s 
explanation that there was a dead creeping 
animal [sheretz] on the teruma throughout the 
twilight period. If so, what did Rabbi Yirmeya 
mean to say? The Rashba explains that there 
was a creeping animal, which was eventually 
discovered to be dead, on the teruma; however, 
it is not clear at what point it died. 


Two sets of witnesses — D'Y 13 W: This 
issue is the topic of much discussion. The es- 
sential principle is that when two sets of wit- 
nesses give conflicting testimony, the matter 
is considered to be in doubt, and there is no 
room to take into consideration the preexisting 
circumstances or presumptions of legal status. 
This is unlike other circumstances of doubt, 
where in the absence of witnesses, the situa- 
tion may be judged on the basis of the current 
state of affairs or on the basis of a preexisting 
legal status (see Rashba). 
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NOTES 


The laws of Shabbat limits are by rabbinic law - pama 
RaT: The halakhic authorities discussed at length wheth- 
er it can be proven from here that the entire law of Shab- 
bat limits is of rabbinic origin. Alternatively, it is possible 
that the two-thousand-cubit limit is of rabbinic origin, 
but the limit of twelve mil is a Torah law. This is the conclu- 
sion reached in the Jerusalem Talmud. Some commentar- 
ies state that the difference between two thousand cubits 
and twelve mil is so great that it is impossible to mistake 
the two, and therefore each has a separate set of laws 
(Ra‘avad). Alternatively, since there is no way to adjust or 
circumvent the limit of twelve mil by means of an eiruv, 
it is impossible to mistake the two (Rashba). 


An eiruv whose validity is in doubt is valid - 3Y pap 
wa: Some commentaries explain Rabbi Yosei's distinc- 
tion as follows: In the first case, where the teruma was 
definitely impure, the doubt relates exclusively to the 
eiruv and its validity. The halakha is lenient in cases of 
doubt involving an eiruv. However, in the second case, the 
doubt relates to whether or not the teruma was impure, 
and not to the eiruv. The halakha is stringent in cases of 
doubt as to whether teruma is impure, even though in 
this instance the stringency will have implications with 
regard to the eiruv as well. Nevertheless, the relevant 
issue is not the status of the eiruv but that of the teruma 
(Noda BeYehuda). Other commentaries state that there 
is an additional presumption that invalidates the eiruv: 
It is presumed that a person stays in his house, and his 
presumptive Shabbat residence is there rather than at the 
location of his eiruv (Rashba). 


HALAKHA 
An eiruv whose validity is in doubt is valid - a1yy p3p 
Ww: An eiruv whose validity is in doubt can be consid- 
ered valid only if it once had a presumption of validity, in 
accordance with the Tosefta’s explanation of Rabbi Yosei’s 
opinion (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 394:1, 409:6). 
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All the difficulties raised above are based on the seemingly conflict- 
ing statements of Rabbi Meir. Yet it would appear that there is also 
a contradiction between one statement of Rabbi Yosei and an- 
other statement of Rabbi Yosei, for he was stringent with regard to 
the doubts involving ritual baths but lenient with regard to doubts 
involving eiruv. 


Rav Huna bar Hinnana said: The law with regard to ritual impu- 
rity is different, since it has a basis in the Torah. Therefore, Rabbi 
Yosei was stringent even with respect to immersion performed in 
order to remove impurity that is only of rabbinic origin. The Ge- 
mara asks: The prohibitions of Shabbat limits are also prohibited 
by Torah law; why isn’t Rabbi Yosei stringent about them as well? 
The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yosei holds: The laws of Shabbat limits 
are by rabbinic law," not by Torah law. 


And if you wish, say instead: This stringent ruling is his; that lenient 
ruling with regard to an eiruv is his teacher’s. The Gemara com- 
ments: The language of the mishna is also precise according to this 
explanation, as we learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yosei said: The 
Sage Avtolemos testified in the name of five Elders that an eiruv 
whose validity is in doubt is valid." This formulation indicates that 
Rabbi Yosei was merely reporting a ruling that he had heard from 
his teacher, although he may not have accepted it. The Gemara 
concludes: Indeed, conclude from this that this resolution of the 
contradiction is correct. 


Rava said that a different resolution of the contradiction may be 
suggested: There, with regard to ritual baths, this is the reason for 
Rabbi Yosei’s opinion: Keep the impure person in his presumptive 
state of ritual impurity, and say that he did not properly immerse 
himself. 


The Gemara responds: On the contrary, keep the ritual bath in its 

presumptive state of validity and say that the ritual bath was not 

lacking the requisite measure of water. The Gemara answers: We are 

dealing here with a ritual bath that had not been previously mea- 
sured to determine whether it contained forty sea, and therefore it 
had no prior presumption of validity. 


It was taught in the Tosefta: In what case did Rabbi Yosei say that 
an eiruv whose validity is in doubt is nevertheless valid? For ex- 
ample, if one established an eiruv with teruma that had been ritu- 
ally pure but later became impure, and there is doubt whether it 
became impure while it was still day, before the onset of Shabbat, 
or whether it became impure only after nightfall, and similarly, if 
one made an eiruv with untithed produce that was later tithed and 
thereby became permissible for eating, and there is doubt whether 
it was rendered fit while it was still day, before the onset of Shabbat, 
or whether it was rendered fit only after nightfall, this is an eiruv 
whose validity is in doubt which Rabbi Yosei said is valid." 


However, if one established an eiruv with teruma about which 
there was doubt whether it was ritually pure or ritually impure 
from the outset; and similarly, if one established an eiruv with pro- 
duce about which there was doubt from the outset whether it had 
been tithed and thereby rendered fit or whether it had not been 
tithed and thereby rendered fit, this is not a case of an eiruv whose 
validity is in doubt that Rabbi Yosei said is valid. 


The Gemara raises a question in order to clarify the Tosefta: What is 
different about teruma, with regard to which we say: Keep the 
teruma in its presumptive state of ritual purity, and say that it was 
still pure at the onset of Shabbat, since it had been previously pure 
and it is not known when it became impure? According to that 
reasoning, with regard to untithed produce [tevel] it should also be 
said: Keep the untithed produce in its presumptive state, as the 
produce had certainly been untithed originally, and say that it was 
not tithed and thereby rendered fit prior to the onset of Shabbat. 
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Rather, emend the wording of the Tosefta: Do not say: There is 
doubt whether it was rendered fit while it was still day, before 
the onset of Shabbat. Rather, say: There is doubt whether regular 
produce became mixed with untithed produce while it was still 
day, or whether it became mixed only after nightfall. In other 
words, one used regular food to establish his eiruv, but then tevel 
was mixed with that food, prohibiting the entire mixture from 
being consumed until tithes are separated for the tevel. However, 
there is doubt whether the produce became mixed with the tevel 
while it was still day, in which case the eiruv is invalid, or whether 
it became mixed only after nightfall, in which case the eiruv is 
valid. In that case, we say: Keep the produce in its presumptive 
state and say that it was not mixed with tevel during the day, and 
therefore the eiruv is valid. 


Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak raised a dilemma to Rav Huna: If 
there were two loaves of teruma before someone, one that was 
ritually impure and one that was ritually pure, and he did not 
know which one was pure; and he said: Establish an eiruv 
tehumin for me with the pure loaf, wherever it is, i.e., even though 
Ido not know which itis, I wish to establish my Shabbat residence 
at the location of the pure loaf, and those present placed both 
loaves in the same place, what is the halakha? Is this a valid eiruv 
or not? 


The Gemara clarifies: The question may be asked according to 
the stringent opinion of Rabbi Meir, and it may be asked accord- 
ing to the lenient opinion of Rabbi Yosei. The question may be 
asked according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir in the following 
manner: Perhaps Rabbi Meir only stated his stringent opinion 
with regard to a questionable eiruv there, where there is no teru- 
ma that is definitely pure present, but only teruma whose purity 
is in doubt. Here, however, there definitely is a pure loaf, and 
therefore even Rabbi Meir may agree to rule leniently. Or perhaps 
it may be argued that even according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei, he only said that we are lenient with regard to an eiruv 
whose validity is in doubt in the case dealt with there, where, if 
indeed the teruma is pure, he knows where it is; but here, he 
does not know how to identify it. 


Rav Huna said to Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak: According to 
both the opinion of Rabbi Yosei and the opinion of Rabbi Meir, 
we require that an eiruv consist of a meal that is fit to be eaten 
while it is still day, prior to the onset of Shabbat, and in this case 
there is none. Due to the uncertainty as to which loaf is pure and 
which is impure, neither of the two loaves may be eaten, and an 
eiruv made with food that may not be eaten while it is still day is 
not a valid eiruv. 


Rava raised another dilemma to Rav Nahman: If one said: This 
loaf shall remain unconsecrated today, and tomorrowit shall be 
consecrated," and he then said: Establish an eiruv for me with 
this loaf, what is the halakha? Do we say that since the twilight 
period’s status as part of the previous day or part of the day that 
follows is questionable, the consecration of the loaf may take effect 
before the eiruv establishes one’s Shabbat residence, and since an 
eiruv cannot be made with a consecrated object, the eiruv is not 
valid? Rav Nahman said to Rava: In that case, his eiruv is a valid 
eiruv. 


Rava then asked about one who made the opposite statement: 
This loaf shall be consecrated today, and tomorrow it shall be 
unconsecrated, i.e., it shall be redeemed with money that I have 
in my house, and he then said: Establish an eiruv for me with 
this loaf, what is the halakha? Rav Nahman said to him: His eiruv 
is not a valid eiruv. Rava asked him: What is different between 
the two cases? If we are lenient with regard to the twilight period, 
we should be lenient in both cases. 


HALAKHA 
Unconsecrated today and tomorrow consecrated — Div 
wip anda bin: If one said that a certain loaf should remain 
unconsecrated today but be consecrated tomorrow, and 
then he made an eiruv with it, the eiruv is valid, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rav Nahman (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 386:9). 
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NOTES 
Teruma of the tithe when nigh 


t falls - wya mann 


senna: The early commentaries ask, as Rav Nahman 


said in response to Rava's question: 


Here, too, sanctification 


should not take effect because of the doubt involved. Several 


answers are offered. The Rashba exp 


ence between the expression tomorrow and the expression 


when night falls. When one says that 


he sanctification should 


take effect tomorrow, the implication is that it should take 


effect when the next day has clear! 


Therefore, the sanctification does not take effect when it 


is still unclear whether it is day or 


night. However, when 


one uses the expression when nigh 


falls, even Rav Nahman 


agrees that it takes effect at the beginning of nightfall. 
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Daf 36 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


A condition with regard to an eiruv - a1¥a 837: One may 
establish two eiruvin before the onset of Shabbat on two 
sides of a town and stipulate that if a certain event occurs 
on Shabbat, his eiruv will be on one side, as stated in the 


mishna. This ruling is in accordance 


with the opinion of the 


Rabbis, who accept the principle of retroactive designation 
(Vilna Gaon; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 413:1). 
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Rav Nahman said to Rava in jest: After you eat a kor of salt over it, and 
analyze the matter at length, you will be able to understand the differ- 
ence. The difference is obvious: When one says that today the loaf shall 
remain unconsecrated, and tomorrow it shall be consecrated, we do 
not assume out of doubt that sanctity has descended upon the loaf. 
Therefore, the loaf remains in its presumptive state of being unconse- 
crated during the twilight period, and the eiruv is valid. With regard to 
the opposite case, however, when one says that today the loaf shall be 
consecrated, and tomorrow it shall be unconsecrated, we do not 
assume out of doubt that the loaf’s sanctity has departed from it. The 
loaf remains in its presumptive state of consecration for the duration 
of the twilight period, and therefore the eiruv is invalid. 


We learned in a mishna there: If one filled a flask’ that was immersed 
during the day [tevul yom] but does not become fully ritually pure 
until night from a barrel of tithe that was still tevel, meaning that the 
produce inside was first tithe from which teruma of the tithe had not 
yet been separated, and he said: Let the contents of this flask be teru- 
ma of the tithe for the contents of the barrel when night falls," his 
statement takes effect. If he were to say that the designated portion 
should immediately become teruma of the tithe, the teruma of the tithe 
would be defiled by the flask that is still a tevul yom. Once night falls, 
however, the flask is absolutely pure, and if the designation of the flask’s 
contents as teruma of the tithe takes effect at that time, the produce 
remains pure. The mishna teaches that teruma of the tithe can be sepa- 
rated in this manner. 


The mishna continues: And ifhe said: Establish an eiruv for me with 
the contents of this flask, he has not said anything, as the contents of 
the flask are still tevel. Rava said: That is to say that the end of the day 
is when the eiruv acquires one’s Shabbat residence. The critical time 
with respect to an eiruv is the last moment of Shabbat eve, rather than 
the first moment of Shabbat. 


As, if it should enter your mind that an eiruv acquires one’s Shabbat 
residence at the beginning of the day of Shabbat, then if he said: Es- 
tablish an eiruv for me with the produce in this flask, why hasn’t he 

said anything? After nightfall, when Shabbat begins, the flask is already 
pure, and therefore the teruma of the tithe inside it is also pure and is 

suitable for an eiruv. 


Rav Pappa said: This is no proof; even if you say that an eiruv acquires 

one’s Shabbat residence at the beginning of the day of Shabbat, none- 
theless, we require a meal that is fit to be eaten while it is still day, 
prior to the onset of Shabbat, in order for the eiruv to be valid, and there 

is none in this case. While it was still day, it was certainly prohibited to 

consume the contents of the flask, which were still tevel, and therefore 

it could not be used as an eiruv. 


MI S H N A A person may make a condition with regard 

to his eiruv of Shabbat borders." In other words, 
he need not decide in advance in which direction his eiruv should take 
effect. For example, he may deposit an eiruv on each of two opposite 
sides of his town, and say: If gentiles come from the east, my eiruv is 
in the west, so that I can escape in that direction; and if they come from 
the west, my eiruv is in the east. If they come from here and from 
there, i.e., from both directions, I will go wherever I wish, and my eiruv 
will retroactively take effect in that direction; and ifthey do not come 
at all, neither from here nor from there, I will be like the rest of the 
inhabitants of my town and give up both eiruvin that I deposited, leav- 
ing me with two thousand cubits in all directions from the town. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


YY - MAT 12 ODN NB DX 
saab ary - swat ya mad 
TNK pipnd - esha Neva xa 
2221- eb xd) Tey xb Dx 
IPY I DN İK TPT D7 py 
vit ON) 137 byy -bin -iann 

ty aye pips -Ypi pw 


NDS I PMY D1 NDN 2 93 
DK Di Np PP AyD 
D39 DBT NWP 


- KI NWP xd may Di 
oa eee 


ming - 7 tewp KY oom Don 
PIV IPA — KT YPVS 


1a INN APT ON IK TTD IY 
yan MY KYT pa- pay” 
mIn’ 


oT Px nix a 7 y am 
OX Koy TKa oat aw by mann 
ma jarvy - nays D37 x2 (12) 
swab jay - ayn DSM 3 DN) 

x3- “p33 hod bax 


Similarly, one may say: If a Sage comes from the east" and he is 
spending Shabbat beyond the boundaries of my town, my eiruv 
is in the east, so that I may go out to greet him there; and ifhe 
comes from the west, my eiruv is in the west. If one Sage comes 
from here, and another Sage comes from there, I will go wher- 
ever I wish; and if no Sage comes, neither from here nor from 
there, I will be like the rest of the inhabitants of my town. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: If one of the Sages coming from opposite 
directions was his teacher, he may go only to his teacher, as it 
is assumed that was his original intention. And if they were both 
his teachers, so that there is no reason to suppose that he pre- 
ferred one over the other, he may go wherever he wishes. 
GE M A The Gemara relates that when Rabbi 

Yitzhak came from Eretz Yisrael to Ba- 
bylonia, he taught all of the laws in the mishna in the opposite 
manner. That is to say, according to him, if the gentiles came from 
the east, his eiruv would be to the east, and, conversely, if the Sage 
came from the east, his eiruv would be to the west. This is diff- 
cult because if this is correct, there is a contradiction between 
the ruling concerning gentiles in the mishna and the ruling 
concerning gentiles in the baraita, and similarly there is a con- 
tradiction between the ruling concerning a Sage in the mishna 
and the ruling concerning a Sage in the baraita. 


The Gemara answers: The apparent contradiction between the 
ruling concerning gentiles in the mishna and the ruling concern- 
ing gentiles in the baraita is not difficult: This case in the mish- 
na is referring to a tax collector [parhagabena],' from whom 
one wishes to flee; whereas that case in the baraita is referring 
to the lord of the town," with whom he wishes to speak. There- 
fore, there are times that one wants to go out toward the gentile, 
while at other times one wants to flee from him. 


Similarly, the apparent contradiction between the ruling con- 
cerning a Sage in the mishna and the ruling concerning a Sage 
in the baraita is not difficult: This case in the mishna is referring 
to a scholar who sits and delivers public Torah lectures, and one 
wishes to come and learn Torah from him; whereas that case in 
the baraita is referring to one who teaches children how to recite 
the Shema," i.e., one who teaches young children how to pray, of 
whom he has no need. The baraita teaches that if a scholar came 
from one direction to deliver a public lecture and the school 
teacher came from the opposite direction, his eiruv is in the direc- 
tion of the scholar. 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: If one of the 
Sages was his teacher, he may go only to his teacher, as we can 
assume that this was his original intention. The Gemara asks: 
And what is the reason that the Rabbis do not accept this 
straightforward argument? The Gemara answers: The Rabbis 
maintain that sometimes one prefers to meet the Sage who is 
his colleague rather than the Sage who is his teacher, as some- 
times one learns more from his peers than from his teachers. 


Rav said: This version of the mishna should not be accepted 
because of what the Sage Ayo taught" to the opposite effect, as 
Ayo taught the following baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says: A person 
cannot make conditions about two things at once, i.e., he can- 
not say that if one Sage comes from one direction and another 
Sage comes from the other direction, he will go wherever he 
wishes. Rather, he may say that if a Sage came from the east, his 
eiruv is in the east, and if a Sage came from the west, his eiruv 
is in the west. But he may not say that if one Sage came from 
here, and another Sage came from there, he will go wherever 
he wishes. 


NOTES 

If a Sage comes from the east - nyan ja DSM x3 ON: The 
early commentaries ask: How can the Sage come toward a 
town on Shabbat? Rashi answers that the Sage is spending 
Shabbat beyond the boundaries of the town, and the one 
placing the eiruv wishes to go out and greet him. However, 
before Shabbat he does not know from which direction the 
Sage will come, and he will only find out on Shabbat. 


That case is referring to the lord of the town - ‘123 X7 
nat: A number of commentaries state that this is a case 
where the one establishing the eiruv wishes to speak to the 
lord of the town with regard to the town’s needs. This justifies 
establishing an eiruv because it is for the purpose of a mitzva. 
Rav Ya'akov Emden explains that the lord of the town is its ruler, 
and going out to greet him is part of the mitzva to greet a king. 


That case is referring to one who teaches children how to 
recite the Shema — yn 1m3 NT: Why should one abandon 
the primary school teacher? Rashi explains that two Sages 
have arrived, one who will deliver a lecture and one who is 
a primary school teacher. Of the two, the individual naturally 
prefers the one who will deliver a lecture. One commentary 
explains simply that the one establishing the e/ruv knows that 
the primary school teacher wishes to stay at his house. Since 
he does not have enough food for the guest, he leaves town 
in order to avoid the potentially embarrassing situation. As for 
the Sage who has come to deliver the lecture, his needs will be 
met by his fellow townsmen (Rav Ya'akov Emden). 


The mishna should not be accepted because of what Ayo 

taught — pe ant pranat xp: The Gemara proceeds to 

explain that Ayo’s statement is supported by a mishna and 

Tosefta in tractate Demai. If that is the source, why doesn’t the 

Gemara point out the contradiction between the statements 

of Rabbi Yehuda in the mishna and in the Tosefta in Demai? It 
can be explained that there was room to distinguish between 

retroactive designation in cases involving Torah prohibitions, 
such as tithes, and retroactive designation with regard to rab- 
binic decrees, such as in the case of eiruv. However, according 

to Ayo's version, there is no need to make this distinction, and 

the potential contradiction is resolved (Rashba). 


LANGUAGE 
Guard [parhagabena] - 333779: From the Iranian pahrag- 


ban, meaning guard. 
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HALAKHA 

If one buys wine from among the Kutim - 1» mpiba 
Dm7 ya: If one buys wine from which terumot and 
tithes have not been separated, he must first sepa- 
rate teruma and tithes before he may drink the wine. 
If the wine is tevel only by rabbinic decree, he may 
drink first before physically separating the teruma 
and tithes, as the principle of retroactive clarifica- 
tion [bereira] may be applied with regard to rabbinic 
decrees (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aserot 7:1). 
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NOTES 

He redeems [meihel] and he may immediately 
drink — npiv) Son: Two additional explanations 
have been put forward for the word meihel found 
in this context. The Rambam understands meihel 
in the sense of mathil, meaning begins, i.e., one is 
permitted to begin to drink. Rav Hai Gaon reads the 
word as mohel, which means dilutes. That is to say, 
one may dilute his wine with water and drink it (see 
also Tosafot). 
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The Gemara asks: What is different about a case in which one stipulated 
that if Sages came from here and from there he may go to whichever side 
he chooses, such that his eiruv is not effective? Apparently, this is due to 
the principle that there is no retroactive designation, meaning that a 
doubtful state of affairs cannot be clarified retroactively. However, accord- 
ing to this principle, when one established an eiruv to the east and to the 
west in order to be able to travel in the direction of one Sage who comes 
toward the town in a case where one does not know in advance from 
which direction he will come, we should also invoke the principle that 
there is no retroactive designation. Therefore, even if one deposited an 
eiruv at both ends of his town for the sake of one Sage who might come 
from either side, he should not be able to rely on what becomes clarified 
afterward and decide retroactively which eiruv he is interested in. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: This is not a true case of retroactive designation, as 
the Sage had already come by twilight but the person who established 
the eiruv did not yet know which side of the town the Sage had come to- 
ward. Therefore, at the time the eiruv establishes his Shabbat residence it 
is clear which eiruv the person wants, even though he himself will only 
become aware of that later. 


The Gemara poses a question with regard to Rav’s statement cited above: 
Why should we reject the mishna because of the baraita? On the contrary, 
let us say that the ruling of Ayo should not be accepted because of the 
mishna. 


The Gemara answers: It should not enter your mind to uphold the mish- 
na’s ruling because it contradicts other sources, as we have already heard 
that Rabbi Yehuda does not accept the principle of retroactive designa- 
tion. As it was taught in the Tosefta: One who buys wine from among 
the Samaritans [Kutim]," who do not tithe their produce properly, 


may say: Two log of the hundred log present here, which I will separate 
in the future, when I have finished drinking, shall be the great teruma 
given to a priest; ten log shall be first tithe; and nine log, which are a tenth 
of the remaining ninety log, shall be second tithe. He then redeems the 
second-tithe with money because in its sanctified state second tithe may 
only be consumed in Jerusalem, and he may then immediately drink" 
the wine, and the wine remaining at the end will be teruma and tithes. One 
may rely on the principle of retroactive designation and say that when he 
is finished drinking, the wine that is left becomes retroactively designated 
as teruma and tithes, such that the wine he drank was permitted for con- 
sumption. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. However, Rabbi Yehuda, 
Rabbi Yosei, and Rabbi Shimon prohibit drinking the wine in this man- 
ner. Therefore, it would appear that Rabbi Yehuda rejects the principle of 
retroactive designation, contrary to the ruling of the mishna and in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Ayo. 


Ulla also took note of this contradiction between the statements of Rab- 
bi Yehuda, but he said the opposite: The statement of Ayo should not be 
accepted because it contradicts what is stated in the mishna. The Ge- 
mara raises a difficulty: But that which was taught in the Tosefta: Rabbi 
Yehuda, Rabbi Yosei, and Rabbi Shimon prohibit drinking the wine in 
this manner, indicates, as was demonstrated above, that Rabbi Yehuda 
rejects the principle of retroactive designation. 


Ulla taught the names of the authorities mentioned in the Tosefta dealing 
with wine in pairs, as follows: The allowance mentioned in the Tosefta is 
according to the statement of Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda, whereas 
Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon prohibit drinking the wine in this man- 
ner. Therefore, Rabbi Yehuda agrees with Rabbi Meir and accepts the 
principle of retroactive designation, in accordance with the mishna. 
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To this point, it has been accepted that Rabbi Yosei clearly pro- 
hibits the procedure described in the Tosefta. Therefore, he ap- 
parently rejects the principle of retroactive designation. With 
regard to this point, the Gemara asks: Does Rabbi Yosei really 
hold that there is no retroactive designation? Didn't we learn 
in a mishna elsewhere that Rabbi Yosei says: If two women 
took their birds’ nests," pairs of turtledoves or pigeons as pu- 
rification offerings following childbirth, jointly and without 
specifying which pair of birds was for which woman, or if they 
gave their birds’ nests to a priest but did not inform him which 
birds were consecrated as sin-offerings and which as burnt-of- 
ferings, whichever the priest wishes he may offer as a burnt- 
offering, and whichever he wishes he may offer as a sin- 
offering." Therefore, Rabbi Yosei must accept the principle of 
retroactive designation, such that when the priest offers any of 
the birds as a sacrifice, it is retroactively clarified that the bird 
had been selected for that woman and as that sacrifice. 


Rabba said: There is no proof from there, with regard to retroac- 
tive designation, as the mishna there deals with a special case, 
where the women stipulated" from the outset that the priest 
would decide which bird would be offered for which woman 


and as what sacrifice. 


The Gemara asks: If so, what need was there for the mishna to 
say anything? If they made an explicit stipulation to that effect, 
then the priest certainly has the power to fulfill their condition. 
The Gemara answers: The mishna nonetheless teaches us that 
the law is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Hisda, as Rav 
Hisda said: Birds’ nests become designated as burnt-offerings 
or sin-offerings only 


when they are purchased by their owner, if the owner explic- 
itly consecrated it as a burnt-offering or sin-offering when he 
purchased it, or through the actions of the priest when he of- 
fers the birds as sacrifices. Therefore, even if the women did not 
verbalize their intentions, it is considered as if they had made a 
stipulation from the outset. Therefore, this case is not an in- 
stance of retroactive designation. 


And still the question may be raised: Does Rabbi Yosei really 
hold that there is no retroactive designation? Wasn't it taught 
in a baraita: If an am ha‘aretz, who is not known to be scrupu- 
lous in separating tithes, said to a haver, one known to be me- 
ticulous in his observance of halakha and especially the laws of 
teruma and tithes, before the haver went to the market to buy 
himself vegetables from another am ha aretz: Buy for me as well 
a bundle of vegetables or a cake [ geluska],' the haver does not 
need to tithe" the food that he gives to the am ha ‘aretz.4 The 
only reason the food needs to be tithed is because it is demai, 
and an am ha ‘aretz is not particular about that issue. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Yosei. It can be deduced from this ruling 
that Rabbi Yosei accepts the principle of retroactive designation, 
as the haver purchased bundles of vegetables without specifying 
which was for himself and which was for the am ha‘aretz, and 
when he gave one to the am haaretz, it became retroactively 
clear that he had purchased that bundle for the am ha‘aretz from 
the start, and therefore he does not need to separate tithes from 
it as demai. 


NOTES 


Birds’ nests [kinnim] - 5»: The Torah states that after a certain 
period of time has passed, a woman who gave birth must offer 
a purification sacrifice in the Temple. This sacrifice consists of 
a lamb as a burnt-offering and a young pigeon or turtledove 
as a sin-offering. If she cannot afford the cost of the lamb, she 
may bring a nest [ken], which is a pair of turtledoves or young 
pigeons, one for a burnt-offering and the other for a sin-offering 
(see Leviticus 12:1-8). Similarly, a man suffering from an emission 
[zav] or a woman who experiences an irregular, unexpected flow 
of uterine blood for three days [zava] must bring a sacrifice as part 
of their purification process, which consists of two turtledoves 
or two young pigeons, one for a burnt-offering and the other 
for a sin-offering (Leviticus 15:14, 29). The laws relating to the 
offering of these sacrifices and the resolution of complications 
that might result from a mix-up of the birds are elucidated in 
the tractate Kinnim. 


The mishna there is about a case where the women stipu- 
lated — 1anmwa ont: Some commentaries explain that sacrifices 
of this kind include an automatic stipulation that the designation 
of one bird as a burnt-offering and the other as a sin-offering will 
be determined by the priest, and those who bring bird sacrifices 


rely on his decision (Meiri) 


HALAKHA 

Designated birds’ nests — m3” NWI: If two women bought 
bird sacrifices in partnership, or if they jointly gave a priest money 
for such sacrifices, the priest offers whichever bird he selects as a 
sin-offering and whichever bird he selects as a burnt-offering, as 
the determination of which is the sin-offering and which is the 
burnt-offering is determined either by the owner at the time of 
purchase or by the priest at the time of the sacrifice. This ruling 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Hisda (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 8:8). 


LANGUAGE 


Cake [geluska] - xpos: From the Greek K6MuE, kolix, meaning 
cake or round bread. 


— NOTES —— 
He does not need to tithe - awd ‘Jy ivy: Rabbeinu Hananel 
had a different reading: He eats and need not tithe. If the haver 
tithed a portion of the produce and gave the rest to the am 
ha‘aretz without precisely determining which portion he had 
tithed, it becomes retroactively determined that he tithed the 
portion he kept for himself and did not tithe the portion he gave 
to the am haaretz. In the Jerusalem Talmud it is indicated that the 
dispute does not concern retroactive designation because they 
disagree even in a case where one bought only a single vegetable 
bundle. Rather, the dispute is over whether the haver is consid- 
ered to be acting as the agent of the am haaretz or whether he 
is considered to have acquired the bundle, in which case he is 
obligated to tithe it due to the decree pertaining to demai. 


HALAKHA 

An am ha‘aretz for whom a haver bought produce - y1K71 oy 
fay yan mp: If an am haaretz gave money to a haver and 
asked him to buy a bundle of vegetables for him, the haver may 
buy the produce and give it to him without tithing it. However, if 
the haver bought the produce with different coins, he must tithe 
it before giving it to the am haaretz (Jerusalem Talmud; Kesef 
Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aserot 10:8). 
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And the Rabbis say: He must tithe it. Since we do not accept the 
principle of retroactive designation, everything that the haver 
bought was bought for himself, and the fact that he later gave part 
of it to the am ha‘aretz does not exempt him from his original 
obligation to separate tithes from the demai. In any case, it seems 
that Rabbi Yosei’s opinion in this baraita contradicts his opinion 
in the Tosefta cited above with regard to wine. The Gemara an- 
swers: Reverse the opinons in the baraita and say that according 
to Rabbi Yosei he must tithe the produce he gives to the am 
haaretz, while the Rabbis permit him to proceed without tithing. 


The Gemara attempts to bring another proof. Come and hear a 
proof from a different Tosefta: In the case of one who says: The 
second tithe that I have in my house shall be redeemed upon 
the sela coin that will happen to come up in my hand when I 
remove it from the pouch," i.e., he did not have a particular coin 
in mind, Rabbi Yosei says: The second tithe is redeemed. When 
the coin is removed from the pouch, it is retroactively clarified 
that this is the coin that he had in his mind from the outset. This 
indicates that Rabbi Yosei accepts the principle of retroactive 
designation. 


The Gemara answers again: Reverse the attributions, and say that 
Rabbi Yosei says: He has not redeemed the second tithe. The 
Gemara raises a difficulty: What did you see that you reversed 
two sources because of one, and made the two baraitot conform 
to the mishna, which indicates that Rabbi Yosei holds that there 
is no retroactive designation? Perhaps I should reverse one 
source, i.e., the mishna, because of the two baraitot and say that 
in fact Rabbi Yosei accepts the principle of retroactive designation, 
and it is the lone source that indicates otherwise that must be 
revised. 


The Gemara answers: This Tosefta was certainly taught in reverse, 
as the latter clause states: And Rabbi Yosei concedes with re- 
gard to one who says: The second tithe that I have in my house 
shall be redeemed with the new sela coin that will happen to 
come up in my hand when I remove it from the pouch, that he 
has redeemed the second tithe. The Gemara makes the following 
inference: From the fact that it said here that he has redeemed 
the second tithe, it can be proven by inference that there, in the 
first clause of the Tosefta, he did not redeem the second tithe. 
Therefore, the wording found in the earlier part of the baraita is 
clearly incorrect and must be reversed. 


The Gemara raises a question with regard to the halakha cited in 
the Tosefta: This new sela, what are its circumstances? If it is 
referring to a situation where there are two or three coins in his 
pouch, so that it is not clear which coin he is referring to, and 
there is the possibility of retroactive designation, this is exactly 
the same as the first case. Why does he rule here, as opposed to 
the earlier case, that there is retroactive designation? Rather, it 
must refer to a situation where he has only one coin in his pouch. 
But if so, what is the meaning of the expression: Will happen to 
come up? 


The Gemara answers: In fact, it is referring to a case where one has 

only one coin in his pouch, and the wording of the latter clause is 

imprecise. Since the first clause taught the halakha using this 

expression: Will happen to come up, the latter clause also taught 

the halakha using this same expression: Will happen to come up, 
even though he was referring to the only new coin that he has in 

his pouch. 


HALAKHA 


One who redeems second tithe on the first coin - Sonia is redeemed. Apparently, this ruling only applies nowadays, 
mw) yaa by: If one redeems the second tithe on the first when the obligation to separate tithes is a rabbinic enactment 
coin that he will later remove from his pouch, the second tithe — (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 4:15). 
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Rava said to Rav Nahman: Who is this tanna who does not accept 
the principle of retroactive designation even concerning rabbinic 
decrees? As it was taught in a baraita: If one person said to five 
people: Iam hereby establishing an eiruv for whichever one of you 
I will choose, so that the person I have chosen will be able to walk 
two thousand cubits from the spot of the eiruv, whereas whomever I 
have not chosen will not be able to walk two thousand cubits from 
the location of the eiruv, the following distinction applies: Ifhe chose 
the person for whom he was making the eiruv before Shabbat, while 
it was still day, his eiruvis a valid eiruv; but ifhe only chose him after 
nightfall, his eiruv is not a valid eiruv. The tanna of this baraita ap- 
parently rejects the principle of retroactive designation, even with 
regard to rabbinic enactments, as if that were not the case, the eiruv 
should be valid even if he only chose the person for whom he was 
making the eiruv after nightfall. 


Rav Nahman was silent and did not say anything to Rava. The Ge- 
mara asks: And let Rav Nahman say to him that the baraita is the 
opinion of a Sage of the school of Ayo, in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda, which maintains that even with regard to an 
eiruv there is no retroactive designation. The Gemara answers: He did 
not accept Ayo’s version of Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion and considered 
it incorrect. 


Rav Yosef said, in his unique style: Have you removed the tanna’im 
from the world? Is there no tanna who holds this position? The pos- 
sibility of retroactive designation with regard to rabbinic enactments 
is a dispute among tanna’im," as it was taught in a baraita: One said: 
I am hereby establishing an eiruv for the Shabbatot of the entire 
year," so that if I want to make use of it, I will be able to walk two 
thousand cubits from the eiruv, and if I do not want to do so, I will 
not walk. If he wanted to make use of the eiruv for a particular Shab- 
bat while it was still day, his eiruv is a valid eiruv for that Shabbat. 
However, if he only decided after nightfall that he wanted the eiruv 
to be in effect, the tanna’im disagree: Rabbi Shimon says: His eiruv 
is a valid eiruv; and the Rabbis say: His eiruv is not a valid eiruv. This 
indicates that according to the Rabbis there is no retroactive designa- 
tion, even with regard to eiruvin, while Rabbi Shimon holds that his 
eiruv is in effect because of the principle of retroactive designation. 


The Gemara asks: Didn’t we hear that Rabbi Shimon does not ac- 
cept the principle of retroactive designation in the case of wine from 
Kutim? The contradiction between one ruling of Rabbi Shimon and 
another ruling of Rabbi Shimon himself is difficult. The Gemara 
answers: Rather, reverse the opinions and say that it is Rabbi Shimon 
who holds that his eiruv is not valid, and therefore he can be identified 
as the tanna who holds that there is no retroactive designation at all, 
even with regard to rabbinic decrees. 


The Gemara asks: What is the difficulty here? Perhaps it is with re- 
gard to Torah law that Rabbi Shimon does not accept the principle 
of retroactive designation, but with regard to rabbinic decrees, he 
does accept the principle of retroactive designation. Therefore, it is 
not necessary to reverse the opinions. 


The Gemara answers: Rav Yosef holds that one who accepts the 
principle of retroactive designation accepts it in all cases; there is 
no difference between Torah law and rabbinic decrees. And one 
who does not accept the principle of retroactive designation does 
not accept it at all; there is no difference between Torah law and 
rabbinic decrees. 


Rava said: The distinction between the case of the wine and the 
other cases is not related to the principle of retroactive designation. 
Rather, there, the case of the wine of a Kuti, is different, as we require 
that the teruma be the first of your produce, whose remnants are 
recognizable. Since teruma is called the first, if it is not clear which 
portion was separated and which portion is left over, the designation 
of part of the wine as teruma is not effective, despite the fact that 
Rabbi Shimon accepts the principle of retroactive designation. 


NOTES 

It is a dispute among the tanna‘im — K7 »XaM: Rav 
Yosef proves that there is a tanna who holds that there 
is no retroactive designation with regard to the laws of 
eiruv, even though they are rabbinic in origin. However, 
he following question has been asked: Why did Rav 
Yosef find it necessary afterward to reverse the opin- 
ions in the baraita to prove that Rabbi Shimon had 
hat opinion, thereby entering himself into difficulties? 
Some commentaries explain that the discussion revers- 
ing the opinions is not part of Rav Yosef’s statemen 
aharshal). Tosafot explain that Rav Yosef wanted to 
identify the tanna by name and therefore proved tha 
it was Rabbi Shimon’s opinion. He had to prove it from 
his baraita rather than from any other source because 
not everyone accepts the principle that there is no dif- 
ference between Torah law and rabbinic decrees with 
regard to retroactive designation. Consequently, at leas 
he basis of his proof remains intact, even if the reversa 
of opinions is not accepted (Rashba). 


HALAKHA 

An eiruv for the entire year — mI bab IVY: One may 
establish an eiruv tehumin for the entire year, which will 

permit him to make use of it even if he decides to vali- 
date it only on Shabbat. The halakha is in accordance 

with the lenient opinion with regard to eiruvin, and 

there is retroactive designation with regard to rabbinic 
decrees (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 413:1). 


1497/3 p1) PEREK III ` 37B 


195 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 


If there were two pomegranates before him — 7 
pia) ww vy: Some commentaries explain that the 
question of retroactive designation is based on the 
general principle that one cannot acquire or transfer 
ownership of something that has not yet come into 
the world. In other words, one cannot perform a legally 
valid act that relates to an object or state of affairs not 
currently in existence. Consequently, there is a distinc- 
tion between the case of pomegranates and the separa- 
tion of terumot and tithes from the leather flask. With 
regard to pomegranates, one can tithe them whenever 
one wishes. Their case does not constitute bona fide 
retroactive designation at all, as everything is already in 
existence. In the latter case, however, one is either not 
currently able to separate the teruma and tithes, e.g., if 
he is not in the same vicinity as the produce, or he is not 
permitted to do so, e.g, if it is Shabbat, and therefore it 
is considered something that has yet to come into the 
world (Ketzot HaHoshen). 


Perhaps the leather flask will burst - Tia ypa Kaw: 
Some commentaries explain that this detail is not men- 
tioned earlier in the discussion, even though it is written 
explicitly, because the Sages thought at first that if it 
is not a Torah prohibition, then there is no reason to 
be worried about the leather flask bursting, which is 
a far-fetched concern. Consequently, they considered 
it reasonable to suggest that the basic concern is the 
prohibition of tevel (Yad Shlomo). 
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Abaye said to him: Do you really think that this ruling is cor- 
rect? But if that is so, ifthere were two pomegranates that were 
tevel before him," and he said: If rain falls today, this pome- 
granate shall be teruma for that other pomegranate, and if rain 
does not fall today, that second pomegranate shall be teruma 
for this first one, so too, whether rain fell or did not fall, there 
is no significance to his statement because the remnants that 
are not feruma are not immediately recognizable. 


And if you say that indeed, it is so, there is a difficulty. Didn’t 

we learn in a mishna that if one says: The teruma of this pile of 
produce and its tithes shall be inside it, without specifying the 

location of the produce that he is designating for these pur- 
poses, and similarly, if one says about a pile of first-tithe pro- 
duce: The teruma of this tithe shall be inside it, without spec- 
ifying the location, Rabbi Shimon says: He has given it a name, 
i.e, the designation of the teruma and tithes take effect, even 

though it is impossible to distinguish between them and the 

permitted portion of the produce? Therefore, it is not necessary 
for the remnants of the act of separation to be recognizable. 


Rava refutes this argument: There, with regard to a pile of pro- 
duce, it is different because there are recognizable remnants 
around it. He specified that the teruma should be inside the 
heap, which indicates that it is in the middle of the pile, and 
therefore the produce on the perimeter of the pile is certainly 
not teruma, and some of the remnants of the act of separation 
are recognizable. 


And if you wish, you can reconcile the difference between the 
case of separating teruma from wine and the other cases and say 
in accordance with the reason that was taught in the case of 
the wine: The Rabbis said to Rabbi Meir: Don’t you concede 
that perhaps the leather flask will burst’ before he manages to 
separate the teruma, and retroactively this person would have 
been drinking tevel? Since he never ended up separating teruma, 
the wine remained tevel all along. Rabbi Meir said to them: 
When it bursts, I will consider the matter, but presently I am 
not concerned that the bottle might burst. Therefore, we see that 
these tanna’im do not disagree about the principle of retroactive 
designation but over the likelihood that the flask will burst. 


The Gemara now asks: And according to what initially entered 
our minds, which is that we require teruma that is the first, 
whose remnants are recognizable what did the Rabbis say to 
Rabbi Meir about that? That is the objection they should have 
raised against him. 


The Gemara answers: This is what they said to him: According 
to our own opinion, we require teruma that is the first, whose 
remnants are recognizable; according to your opinion, 


don’t you at least concede that we must be concerned that 
perhaps the leather flask will burst, and retroactively this 
person would have been drinking tevel? Rabbi Meir said to 
them: When it bursts," I will consider the matter, but now lam 
not concerned about this possibility. 


When it bursts — ypawsd: This is not a Torah prohibition because 
the obligation to separate teruma from this barrel is only by rab- 


NOTES 


binic decree. Therefore, this doubt resembles all other doubts 
relating to rabbinic decrees, and one may be lenient (Yad Shlomo). 
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MI S H N A Rabbi Eliezer says: With regard to a Fes- 
tival adjacent to Shabbat," whether be- 
fore it, on a Friday, or after it, on a Sunday, a person may estab- 
lish two eiruvin of Shabbat borders [tehumin] and say as follows: 
My eiruv on the first day shall be to the east, and on the second 
day to the west. Alternatively, one may say: On the first day it 
shall be to the west and on the second day to the east. Simi- 
larly, one may say: My eiruv shall apply on the first day, but on 
the second day I shall be like the rest of the inhabitants of my 
town, or: My eiruv shall apply on the second day, but on the 
first day I shall be like the rest of the inhabitants of my town. 


And the Rabbis disagree and say that such a split is impossible. 
Rather, he either establishes an eiruv in one direction for both 
days, or he establishes no eiruv at all; either he establishes an 
eiruv for the two days, or he establishes no eiruv at all. 


What does one do to establish an eiruv that will be valid for both 
the Festival and Shabbat? He or his agent brings the eiruv to the 
location that he wishes to establish as his residence on the eve 
of the first day, and he stays there with it until nightfall, the 
time when the eiruv establishes that location as his residence for 
the Festival, and then he takes it with him" and goes away, so 
that it will not become lost before the following evening, in 
which case he would not have an eiruv for the second day. On 
the eve of the second day, he takes it back to the same place as 
the day before, and he stays there with it until nightfall, thereby 
establishing his residence for Shabbat, and then he may eat the 
eiruv and go away, if he so desires. Consequently, he benefits 
in that he is permitted to walk in the direction that he desires, 
and he benefits in that he is permitted to eat his eiruv. 


However, if the eiruv was eaten on the first day, his eiruv is ef- 
fective for the first day, and his eiruv is not effective for the 
second day. 


Rabbi Eliezer said to them: If so, you agree with me that Shab- 
bat anda Festival constitute two distinct sanctities, as if not, the 

eiruv that went into effect during the twilight period on the eve 

of the first day should have remained in effect for both days, even 

if it was eaten during the first day. This being the case, you should 

also agree with me that one can make two separate eiruvin for 
the two days in two different directions. 


G E M ARA The Gemara raises a difficulty with re- 

gard to the wording employed by the 
Rabbis: First, the Rabbis state that one may establish an eiruv in 
one direction. What does this mean? He must establish an eiruv 
in that direction for two days. Then they state that he may es- 
tablish an eiruv for two days. What does this mean? He must 
establish an eiruv for the two days in one direction. If so, this is 
exactly the same as the first clause. 


The Gemara explains: This is what the Rabbis said to Rabbi 
Eliezer: Don’t you concede that in the case of one day, one may 
not establish an eiruv for half the day to the north and for 
half of it to the south?’ Rabbi Eliezer said to them: Indeed, I 
agree. They then said to him: Just as one may not establish an 
eiruv for one day, half the day to the north and half the day to 
the south, so too, one may not establish an eiruv for two con- 
secutive days of sanctity, one day to the east and one day to the 
west. 


And how does Rabbi Eliezer respond? He holds as follows: 

There, one day constitutes one sanctity, and it is impossible to 

impossible to divide the day such that the eiruv applies to one 

direction for one half of the day and to another direction for the 

other half of the day. Here, where Shabbat and a Festival fall out 

on consecutive days, they are two separate sanctities, and there- 
fore one can establish separate eiruvin for the two days. 


HALAKHA 
An eiruv on a Festival that is adjacent to Shabbat - avy 
navy qap Jib Dia: One may establish two eiruvin on the 
eve of a Festival adjacent to Shabbat and stipulate that his 
eiruv should apply to one day or both, to one direction or 
two. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 416:1). 


NOTES 

He brings it...and he takes it with him - ipin... in: 

Most commentaries agree that one is under no obligation 

to take the eiruv with him; this is merely good advice. If one 

is worried that his eiruv will be eaten over the course of the 

day, he should take it with him and bring it back the follow- 
ing day. However, in the Jerusalem Talmud it is indicated 

that one is obligated to take the eiruv and return it the next 
day because the eiruv cannot be established for both days 

at once (see Rashba). 


Half the day to the north and half of it to the south — pyn 
pint Hsm tiagh: Rabbeinu Yehonatan holds that the half 
to the north alludes to the night, according to the Gemara, 
because the sun is in the north during that time period. The 
half to the south is referring to the daylight hours. Therefore, 
the intention is that just as one cannot distinguish between 
the sanctities of the night and the day of a particular day, it 
is impossible to distinguish between the sanctities of two 
adjacent days. 
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HALAKHA 


If one established an eiruv with his feet on the first day - 
joxa vona ayy: If one established an eiruv by foot on a 

Festival adjacent to Shabbat, he may establish an eiruv by 

oot on the second day as well. However, if he made an 

eiruv with food and the food was eaten, he may not estab- 
ish an eiruv the following day with different food, since it 
is prohibited to prepare from a Festival for Shabbat or vice 

versa. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. However, if one established an eiruv 
or the first day with food, he may establish an eiruv for the 

second day on foot (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 416:2). 


NOTES 

Due to preparation - 9237 Dwr: Why doesn't Rabbi 
Eliezer base his ruling on the prohibition to purchase a 
house on Shabbat, since one acquires a new domain 
through establishing an eiruv? The commentaries answer 
that it is possible to refute this claim by differentiating 
between various types of acquisitions. Establishing an 
eiruv tehumin is not considered to be a form of literal 
acquisition (Rashba). 
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Rabbi Eliezer said to the Rabbis: Don’t you concede that if one 
established an eiruv with his feet by actually going to the place where 
he desires to establish an eirwv on the eve of the first day" and remain- 
ing there during the twilight period, as opposed to depositing food 
there beforehand, he nonetheless must establish another eiruv with 
his feet on the eve of the second day, and one eiruv does not suffice; 
similarly, if his eiruv was eaten on the first day, he may not rely on it 
and go out beyond the limit permitted to the rest of the inhabitants 
of his town on the second day? 


The Rabbis said to him: Indeed, that is correct. Rabbi Eliezer then 
said to them: Then isn’t it correct that they are two distinct sancti- 
ties, and therefore one should be permitted to establish two separate 
eiruvin for the two days? And how do the Rabbis respond? They are 
in doubt about this issue, and therefore their ruling here is stringent 
and prohibits establishing separate eiruvin for the two days in different 
directions, in case the two days are considered a single sanctity; and 
their ruling here is stringent and they require a separate eiruv for each 
day, in case the two days are considered distinct sanctities. 


The Rabbis said to Rabbi Eliezer: Don’t you concede that one may 
not establish an eiruv initially on a Festival for Shabbat, i.e., if a 
Festival occurs on a Friday and one forgot to establish an eiruv on the 
eve of the Festival, he may not establish an eiruv for Shabbat on the 
Festival itself? Rabbi Eliezer said to them: Indeed, that is correct. 
They said to him: Then isn’t it correct that the two days constitute one 
sanctity? 


The Gemara responds that Rabbi Eliezer holds that there, the halakha 
is so not because the two days constitute a single sanctity, but due to 
the prohibition of preparation’ on a Festival for Shabbat, which in- 
cludes establishing an eiruv. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: If one established an eiruv with his 
feet by going to the place he wished to establish as his residence on 
the eve of the first day and remaining there during the twilight period, 
he must nevertheless establish another eiruv with his feet on the eve 
of the second day. Similarly, if he had established an eiruv by deposit- 
ing food in the place he wished to establish as his residence, and his 
eiruv was eaten on the first day, he may not rely on it and go out 
beyond the limit permitted to the rest of the inhabitants of the town 
on the second day. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: 


This person is in the position of both a donkey driver, who must prod 

the animal from behind, and a camel driver, who must lead the ani- 
mal from the front, i.e., he is pulled in two opposing directions. Since 

we are unsure whether the two days constitute one sanctity or two, he 

must act stringently as though the eiruv established for the first day is 

both effective and not effective for the second day, i.e., he must restrict 

his Shabbat movement to those areas where he would be permitted 

to go in both cases. 


Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel and Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Beroka, say: Ifhe established an eiruv with his feet on 
the eve of the first day, he need not establish an eiruv with his feet 
on the eve of the second day, as his eiruv remains effective for the 
second day as well. Similarly, if he had made an eiruv by depositing 
food in the place where he wished to establish his residence, and his 
eiruv was eaten on the first day, he may still rely on it and go out 
beyond the limit permitted to the rest of the inhabitants of the town 
on the second day, as the two days constitute one sanctity; from the 
outset, the eiruv acquired his place of rest for both days. 
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Rav said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of these 
four Elders" and in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, 
who said: When Shabbat and a Festival occur on consecutive days, 
they constitute two distinct sanctities." And these are the four 
Elders: Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel; Rabbi Yishmael, son of 
Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka; Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Shimon; 
and Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda, the one whose opinions were often 
recorded as unattributed mishnayot. And there are those who 
say: One of them is Rabbi Elazar, and remove from the list Rabbi 
Yosei bar Yehuda, the one whose statements were often recorded as 
unattributed mishnayot. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Didn’t we hear that Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel and Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben 
Beroka, maintain the opposite opinion in the baraita cited above, 
namely that the two days constitute a single sanctity? The Gemara 
answers: Reverse the attributions in the baraita. 


The Gemara asks: If so, this is exactly what Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said. 
What is their dispute? The Gemara answers: Say that there is no dis- 
agreement between them, and the baraita should read as follows: And 
so too, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel said that he agrees with what 
was stated above. 


The Gemara now asks: Let us also count Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
among these Elders, as he too holds that the two days are distinct 
sanctities. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi taught this 
opinion, and he himself did not hold it to be correct. He transmitted 
a ruling that he received from his teachers, but his own opinion was 
otherwise. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, let us also say that the Rabbis, 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, and Rabbi Yishmael also taught this law, 
and they themselves did not hold it to be correct. What proofis there 
that this represents their own opinions? The Gemara answers: Rav did 
not rely on the wording of these sources; rather, he learned by way of 
a definite tradition that these four Elders maintained this position. 


The Gemara relates that when Rav Huna, Rav’s preeminent student, 
passed away," Rav Hisda entered the study hall to raise a contra- 
diction between one statement of Rav and another statement of 
Rav: Did Rav actually say: The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of the four Elders and in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer, who said that when Shabbat and a Festival fall out on 
consecutive days, they constitute two distinct sanctities? 


Wasn't it stated that with regard to a case where Shabbat and a Fes- 
tival occur on consecutive days, Rav said: An egg that was laid on one 
is prohibited on the other," just as an egg that was laid on a Festival 
day is prohibited on that same day? This statement indicates that the 
two days constitute a single sanctity. How, then, can he say here that 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion that they are two distinct 
sanctities? 


Rabba said that a distinction may be drawn between the cases: There, 
the egg is prohibited on the second day not because the two days 
constitute a single sanctity but because of the prohibition against 
preparation, i.e., because it is prohibited to prepare things ona Festival 
for Shabbat or on Shabbat for a Festival. 


As it was taught in a baraita: The verse that states: “And it shall come 
to pass, on the sixth day, when they shall prepare that which they 
bringin” (Exodus 16:5), indicates as follows: On an ordinary weekday 
one may prepare what is needed for Shabbat, and similarly, on an 
ordinary weekday one may prepare what is needed for a Festival. 
However, on a Festival one may not prepare for Shabbat, and on 
Shabbat one may not prepare for a Festival. Therefore, an egg that 
was laid on a Festival is prohibited on Shabbat not because they con- 
stitute a single sanctity, but because it is prohibited to prepare on one 
sanctified day for another. 


NOTES 
Four Elders — 03 mya: The source in which these 
four Elders expressed their opinion is not provided in 
the Babylonian Talmud. However, in the Jerusalem Tal- 
mud it is stated that the four Elders said that someone 
whose eiruv was eaten on the first day may not rely 
on it on the second day. Rav is referring to this ruling. 


When Rav Huna passed away — 3977 317 MDNI '5: 
Due to a misunderstanding, relations between Rav 
Huna and Rav Hisda were strained, and they did not 
see each other for many years. Therefore, it was only 
after Rav Huna passed away that Rav Hisda came to the 
study hall to raise objections against Rav’s statements 
(Rabbi Zvi Hirsch Chajes; Rabbi Elazar Landau). 


HALAKHA 
Two sanctities — niwitp ‘nw: A Festival and Shabbat 
are considered two distinct sanctities with regard to 
eiruvin and other matters (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
416:2). 


An egg laid on a Festival - sip ova miw mya: 
If a Festival and Shabbat occur on consecutive days, 
an egg laid on one is prohibited on the other, due to 
the rabbinic prohibition against preparation (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 503:1, 513:5). 
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NOTES 


A meal that is fit to be eaten while it is still day - AyD 
DY Tiyan mK: Tosafot ask: The halakha is that food 
that may be eaten by some people, such as teruma, which 
may be eaten only by a priest, may be used by anyone to 
establish an eiruv. In this case as well, the eiruv is fit to be 
eaten by people on the other side of the town, so why 
shouldn't it be considered fit to be eaten? 

The Rashba answers that the fact that other people may 
eat the food is only taken into account when the reason 
the person establishing the eiruv cannot eat it is due to a 
limitation that stems from the food itself. However, if the 
person is unable to eat the food for a reason that pertains 
to himself, the fact that it can be eaten by other people 
is irrelevant. 

Nonetheless, according to Rabbeinu Yehonatan and 
Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi's versions of the text, this phrase 
does not appear. Instead, Abaye asks: Isn't he preparing 
while it is still day? 


An eiruv on the first and the second — nW jiwa avy: 
According to most commentaries, the question does not 
concern an eiruv established with bread but relates to 
an eiruv arranged by foot. According to this explanation, 
one who makes an eiruv with bread has no need to say 
anything more, for it was all said the day before, and the 
function of the bread is self-evident. Therefore, the ques- 
tion is only asked with regard to one who establishes an 
eiruv by foot. The Meiri explains that, according to the 
Gemara’s conclusion, one who makes an eiruv with bread 
must say so explicitly, and if he fails to do so, his eiruv is in- 
valid. However, one may establish an eiruv by foot without 
saying anything. 


Speech and silence — npn W497: Since speech itself is 
not considered an action, even if one were to say that he 
is establishing an eiruv, why should this be considered a 
prohibited form of preparation? The explanation given is 
that in this case, since the act is only completed by means 
of speech, greater importance is attached to his statement. 
Consequently, the speaker is regarded as someone who 
actually prepares on a Festival for Shabbat. 


HALAKHA 
At the end of one thousand — Ty qipa: If one wishes to 
establish two eiruvin for two days in different directions, 
he may not separate them by more than the distance 
which would allow him to reach on the first day the ei- 
ruv he prepared for the second day (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 416:3). 


He goes, and is silent, and sits there - 219 porn des: 
One who deposits an eiruv on a Festival for Shabbat should 
not go to the spot and declare that he is going to acquire a 
place of rest. Rather, he should sit there and remain silent. 
If he did speak, the eiruv is still valid (Magen Avraham; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 416:2). 


BACKGROUND 

Two thousand and one thousand - ade made: If one 
lives at point A and established an eiruv at point B, he 
cannot walk to point C, where he had placed his second 
eiruv. However, if he placed one eiruv at point D, since the 
distance from there to point E totals two thousand cubits, 
he can reach that spot even if he established his residence 
at the site of his eiruv. 


Diagram of different possibilities pertaining to establishment of a residence 
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Abaye said to him: But what about that which we learned in the 
mishna: What does he do if a Festival occurs on Friday, and he 
wishes to establish an eiruv that will be valid for the Festival and 
Shabbat? He or his agent takes the eiruv to the spot that he wishes 
to establish as his residence on the eve of the first day, and he stays 
there with it until nightfall, and then he takes it with him and goes 
away. On the eve of the second day, i.e., on Friday afternoon, he or 
his agent takes the eiruv back to the same place and stays there with 
it until nightfall, and then he may eat the eiruv and go away, if he 
so desires. Isn’t he preparing on a Festival for Shabbat? According 
to Rabba, this should be considered a prohibited act of preparation. 


Rabba said to him: Do you think that the eiruv acquires one’s 

residence at the end of the day, i.e., at the last moment of Shabbat 

eve, which in this case is a Festival, so that this would involve pro- 
hibited preparation? The eiruv acquires his residence at the begin- 
ning of the day, i.e., at the first moment of Shabbat, which means 

that no preparations were made for Shabbat on the Festival, and on 

Shabbat one may prepare for Shabbat itself. 


Abaye asked: But if that is so, one should be able to establish an 
eiruv with flasks of wine that were filled from a barrel of first-tithe 
that was still tevel with respect to teruma of the tithe, and with re- 
gard to which one said: Let this wine in the flask be teruma of the 
tithe for the wine in the barrel only after nightfall. If you say that an 
eiruv acquires one’s residence at the beginning of the day, why was 
it determined that one may not establish an eiruv with such wine? 


The Gemara answers: In that case the eiruv is not valid for a different 
reason: We require a meal that is fit to be eaten while it is still day, 
and there is none, as the wine in the flask remains tevel and there- 
fore unfit for drinking until nightfall. 


Abaye asked further: But what about that which we learned in a 
mishna: Rabbi Eliezer says: If a Festival is adjacent to Shabbat, 
whether before it or after it, a person may establish two eiruvin. 
Why are these eiruvin valid? Don’t we require a meal that is fit to 
be eaten while it is still day,’ and there is none? Since one estab- 
lished his eiruv in one direction for the first day, he can only travel 
within a two-thousand-cubit radius of that location. Therefore, if 
he established his eiruv for the second day in the opposite direction, 
he cannot access that eiruv during the first day. 


The Gemara responds: Do you think that we are dealing with a case 
where he placed one eiruv in the furthest possible spot at the end 
of two thousand cubits in this direction, and he placed the other 
eiruv in the furthest possible spot at the end of two thousand cu- 
bits in that direction, and he is therefore unable to go from one to 
the other on one day? No, the case is that he placed one eiruv at 
the end of one thousand cubits in the this direction, and he 
placed the other eiruv at the end of one thousand cubits in that 
direction,"® so that even after acquiring his residence on one side 
of the town by means of the first eiruv, he can still go to the spot 
where he left the other eiruv for the second day. 


Abaye raised yet another difficulty: But what about that which Rav 
Yehuda said: If one established an eiruv with his feet for the first 
day, he may establish an eiruv with his feet for the second day; and 
if he established an eiruv with bread on the first day, he may es- 
tablish an eiruv with bread on the second day?" Isn’t he preparing 
from a Festival to Shabbat? 


Rabba said to him: Do you think that one must go and say some- 
thing at the site of the eiruv, therefore performing an act of prepara- 
tion? He goes, and is silent, and sits there" and he automatically 
acquires his residence without having to say or do anything. This 

does not fall into the category of prohibited preparation. 
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Abaye asked: In accordance with whose opinion do you say that 
nothing must be said when establishing an eiruv tehumin? It is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, who 
said: A sleeping person acquires a Shabbat residence in the spot 
where he is sleeping. Even though he is comparable to ownerless 
property, ownerless property itself acquires a Shabbat residence 
and has its own Shabbat boundary, and there is no need fora person 
to establish a residence for it in a particular spot. 


Rabba replied: Even if you say that my statement is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis, the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Nuri only with regard to a sleeping person, who 
cannot say anything, as he is asleep. Consequently, he cannot ac- 
quire a Shabbat residence. However, with regard to one who is 
awake, since if he wanted to speak he could speak, even though 
he did not say that he is acquiring his Shabbat residence, he is 
considered as one who did say that statement. 


Rabba bar Rav Hanin said to Abaye: If the Master, Rabba, had 
heard that which was taught in the following baraita: A person 
may not walk to the end of his field" on Shabbat to determine 
what work and repair it requires, which will be done after Shabbat. 
Similarly, 


a person may not stroll at the entrance to the city toward the end 

of Shabbat or a Festival in order to enter a bathhouse" immedi- 
ately upon the conclusion of Shabbat, then Rabba would have re- 
tracted his statement with regard to an eiruv. This baraita indicates 

that even walking on Shabbat for something one needs after Shabbat 

falls into the category of prohibited preparation. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: And this is not correct. Rabba 
heard this baraita but did not retract his ruling, as a distinction can 
be drawn between the cases. There, in the baraita pertaining to one 
who walks to the end of his field, or one who strolls at the entrance 
to the city, it is clear to all observers that he is doing so in order to 
determine what work the field needs after Shabbat, or to enter the 
bathhouse immediately after Shabbat, respectively. Whereas here, 
with regard to an eiruy, it is not clear to others that one’s actions are 
for the purpose of establishing an eiruv. 


The Gemara explains: Ifhe is a Torah scholar [tzurva merabbanan],! 
we, the observers, would say: Perhaps his study pulled him, i.e., he 
was engrossed in his study and was not paying attention to where 
he was going. And ifhe is an ignoramus, we would say: Perhaps he 
lost his donkey and went to look for it. His actions give no indica- 
tion that he is going to establish an eiruv for the following day, as 
establishing an eiruv does not require any recognizable action. 


The Gemara now examines Rav Yehuda’s statement itself, which was 
cited in the course of the previous discussion. Rav Yehuda said: If 
one established an eiruv with his feet on the eve of the first day, he 
may establish an eiruv with his feet on the eve of the second day 
as well. Ifhe established an eiruv with bread that he deposited in 
the place where he wishes to acquire his place of rest on the eve of 
the first day, he may establish an eiruv with bread on the eve of the 
second day as well. 


Ifhe established an eiruv with bread on the eve of the first day, and 
his eiruv was eaten, he may change and establish an eiruv with his 
feet on the eve of the second day. However, if he established an 
eiruv with his feet on the eve of the first day, he may not establish 
an eiruv with bread on the eve of the second day, as one may not 
initially establish an eiruv with bread on a Festival for the sake of 
Shabbat because it is prohibited to prepare on a Festival for Shabbat. 


HALAKHA 


A person may not walk to the end of his field - x 
ww qio) DIN pr: It is prohibited to walk in one's 
fields on Shabbat for the purpose of determining what 
they will require after Shabbat. This rule only applies 
when it is evident that this is one’s intention (Magen 
Avraham; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 306:1). 


NOTES 


The entrance to the city and a bathhouse - 72173 nna 
ymax: The question may be asked: In these circum- 
stances, why can't the same argument, that onlookers 
might conclude that one went to look for his donkey or 
was engrossed in his studies, be made? The difference 
in the case of a bathhouse is that one will not simply 
walk toward it; he will wait at the entrance to the bath- 
house. However, this is not the case with regard to one 
who is establishing his eiruv, since he does not stay 
there but returns immediately (Maharam of Lublin). 


LANGUAGE 


Torah scholar [tzurva meirabbanan] - pava KIN: 
This refers to a Torah scholar, particularly a young schol- 
ar. Since ancient times, authorities have disagreed as to 
the linguistic source of this expression. Some relate the 
word tzurva to tzarevet, which connotes something hot 
and scorching like fire. This describes a young scholar’s 
manner in his Torah studies (Rav Hai Gaon). Other com- 
mentaries explain that it means vigor and strength, and 
they find support for this interpretation from other tal- 
mudic expressions. The word would therefore be similar 
to the Arabic root osp, d'rb, which also denotes vigor 
and strength (Ran; Arukh). 
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HALAKHA 
One who establishes an eiruv for two days — pn ayy: 
One who establishes an eiruv with bread for two days 
must use that same bread for both days, in accordance 
with the opinion of Shmuel (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
416:2). 


An eiruv for the days of Rosh HaShana - wx 7993 ay 
mw: The two days of Rosh HaShana are considered as 
one day. Consequently, one may not establish separate 
eiruvin in two different directions for the two days, in ac- 
cordance with the view of the Rabbis (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 416:1-2). 


NOTES 

And the Rabbis...good advice — mip A¥¥...j3a71: The 
Ra‘avad explains that the Gemara is saying as follows: 
What did Rav Yehuda and Shmuel add that was not al- 
ready explained in the mishna? The Rabbis answer that 
rom the mishna alone one may have assumed that 
his was merely good advice; therefore, Rav Yehuda and 
Shmuel taught that there is no other way to do it (see 
Rashba). 


Strengthen us — ayn: In this context, the term 
hahalitzeinu means grant us enthusiasm and strength. 
The root of the Hebrew word is used in this sense in several 
places in the Bible, such as “halutzim” (Deuteronomy 3:18), 
meaning armed, and “heihaltzu" (Numbers 31:3), mean- 
ing arm yourselves. Both of these usages imply zeal and 
strengthening (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


Whether today or tomorrow — anny DN Di! ON: If one 
would not employ this formulation, he would be lying 
in his prayer, since it is impossible for both today and 
tomorrow to occur on the first of the month (Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan). 


And the Rabbis did not agree with him — atin xh) 
a231: The rationale is that if this conditional phrase ap- 
pears in the prayer, the common people would make light 
of the sanctity of the two days, saying that they contain 
only questionable sanctity (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 
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With regard to the statement: If he established an eiruv with 
bread on the eve of the first day, he may establish an eiruv with 
bread on the eve of the second day, Shmuel said: Only with the 
same bread. Rav Ashi said: The wording of the mishna is also 
precise according to this understanding, as we learned: What 
does he do if a Festival occurs on Friday, and he wishes to estab- 
lish an eiruv that will be valid for both the Festival and Shabbat? 
He brings the eiruv to the spot that he wishes to establish as his 
residence on the eve of the first day, and he stays there with it 
until nightfall, and then he takes it with him and goes away. On 
the eve of the second day, he takes the eiruv back to the same place 
as the day before, and stays there with it until nightfall, and then 
he may eat the eiruv and go away. The wording of the mishna 
indicates that he must establish his eiruv for the second day with 
the same bread that he used for the first day, as argued by Shmuel." 


The Gemara adds: And the Rabbis, who do not accept the opin- 
ion of Shmuel, argue that this is no proof, as perhaps there, the 
mishna is merely teaching us good advice" as to how one can rely 
on a single eiruv and avoid having to prepare an additional eiruv 
for the second day. 


MI SH NA During the time period when the Jewish 


calendar was established by the court ac- 
cording to the testimony of witnesses who had seen the new moon, 
Rosh HaShana would be observed for only one day if witnesses 
arrived on that day, and for two days if witnesses failed to arrive 
and the month of Elul was declared to be an extended, thirty-day 
month. Rabbi Yehuda says: With regard to Rosh HaShana, if one 
feared that the month of Elul might be extended, and he wanted 
to travel in two different directions on the two days that could be 
Rosh HaShana, this person may establish two eiruvin and say: 
My eiruv on the first day shall be to the east and on the second 
day to the west, or alternatively: On the first day it shall be to the 
west, and on the second day to the east. Similarly, he may say: 
My eiruv shall apply on the first day, but on the second day I shall 
be like the rest of the inhabitants of my town, or alternatively: 
My eiruv shall apply on the second day, but on the first day I shall 
be like the rest of the inhabitants of my town. And the Rabbis 
did not agree with him that the two days of Rosh HaShana can 
be divided in such a manner." 


And Rabbi Yehuda said further, with regard to the two days of 
Rosh HaShana that one observes because he does not know which 
is the real day of the Festival: A person may make a condition 
with regard to a basket of tevel produce on the first day of the 
Festival and say as follows: If today is the Festival and tomorrow 
is an ordinary weekday I will separate the teruma and tithes tomor- 
row, and I have performed nothing today; if today is an ordinary 
weekday, I hereby separate the appropriate teruma and tithes now. 
He may then eat the produce on the second day of the Festival, 
since one of his two acts of tithing was certainly performed on an 
ordinary weekday. 


And similarly, an egg that was laid on the first day of the Festival 
may be eaten on the second day, since one of the days is cer- 
tainly an ordinary weekday. And the Rabbis did not agree with 
him even with regard to these two days. 


Rabbi Dosa ben Harekinas says: One who passes before the ark 
in the synagogue and leads the congregation in prayer on the first 
day of the festival of Rosh HaShana says: Strengthen us," O 
Lord our God, on this day of the New Moon, whether it is today 
or tomorrow." And similarly, on the following day he says: 
Whether Rosh HaShana is today or yesterday. And the Rabbis 
did not agree with him" that one should formulate his prayer in 
this conditional manner. 
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G E M ARA Who are the Sages who did not agree with 
Rabbi Yehuda? Rav said: It is those who 
follow the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, as it was taught in the Tosefta: 
Even though the Rabbis disagree with him about a Festival and 
Shabbat that occur on consecutive days and say that one cannot 
make two separate eiruvin for the two days, they concede to Rab- 
bi Eliezer with regard to Rosh HaShana that if a person feared 
that the month of Elul might be extended, he may establish two 
eiruvin and say: My eiruv on the first day shall be to the east, and 
on the second day to the west, or: On the first day it shall be to 
the west, and on the second day to the east, or: My eiruv shall 
apply on the first day, but on the second day I shall be like the 
rest of the inhabitants of my town, or: My eiruv shall apply on 
the second day, but on the first day I shall be like the rest of the 
inhabitants of my town. But Rabbi Yosei prohibits it. 


Rabbi Yosei said to the Rabbis: Don’t you concede that if wit- 
nesses came from the time of minha and on" on the first day of 
Rosh HaShana and testified that they had seen the new moon, we 
do not rely on their testimony to sanctify that day as Rosh Ha- 
Shana; rather, since their testimony was not given on time, we 
observe that day as sanctified and also the following day as sanc- 
tified? This indicates that the two days of Rosh HaShana are not 
observed out of doubt as to which is the proper day; rather, it is as 
though the two days are one long day that are imbued with one 
unified sanctity. Therefore, it should not be possible to divide them. 


And the Rabbis hold that there, the first day is not observed as a 
Festival by Torah law but due to rabbinic decree, so that people 
will not demean the day” in future years and end up desecrating 
the Festival should the witnesses come on time. However, by Torah 
law it is an ordinary weekday, and therefore one can establish two 
separate eiruvin for the two days. 


We learned in the mishna that in addition to his ruling with regard 
to eiruvin for the two days of Rosh HaShana, Rabbi Yehuda said 
further that the two days can be split with regard to a basket of 
tevel produce and an egg laid on the first day of the Festival. 


The Gemara comments: And it was necessary to teach us all three 
laws, as they could not have been derived from one another. As, if 
he had only taught us the halakha with regard to establishing an 
eiruv for the two days of Rosh HaShana, one might have said that 
only in this case does Rabbi Yehuda say his ruling because in this 
case one does not actually do anything on the Festival itself. But 
in the case of a basket, where it appears as though one is render- 
ing tevel fit on a Festival, say that Rabbi Yehuda concedes to the 
Rabbis that it is decreed prohibited. 


And had he taught us only these two halakhot, we might have said 

that Rabbi Yehuda is lenient because there is no reason to issue a 

decree prohibiting them, as the potential prohibitions involved are 

not so severe. But in the case of an egg that was laid on the first day 
ofa Festival, where there is reason to issue a decree prohibiting it, 
as explained in tractate Beitza, because of fruit that fall from a tree 

or due to liquids that oozed from fruit on a Festival, both of which 

the Sages prohibited as a safeguard against violating Torah prohibi- 
tions, say that Rabbi Yehuda concedes to the opinion of the Rab- 
bis, which maintains that this egg may not be eaten even on the 

second day of the Festival. It was therefore necessary to teach us 

all three cases. 


NOTES 


If witnesses came from the time of minha and on - 
nya anya qa oy awa: If witnesses came after the 
offering of the afternoon sacrifice, claiming they saw the 
new moon on the first day, their testimony is not exam- 
ined, and the month and the Festival are not sanctified 
on that day. Rather, both that day and the following day 
are observed as Festival days. Therefore, the sanctity of 
he two days of Rosh HaShana is not based on doubt, 
but upon an independent rabbinic decree that both 
days are considered sanctified. In the Jerusalem Talmud 
his is phrased differently, in far stronger terms, stating 
hat the sanctity of the two days of Rosh HaShana is a 
custom of the prophets and Rosh HaShana is different 
han the other Festivals, which are kept in the Diaspora 
or two days based on a doubt as to which day is the real 
day of the Festival. 


NOTES 


So that people will not demean the day - xt TID 
ma tour: Since the witnesses are not examined on that 
day, their testimony is technically disregarded, and the 

first day is actually an ordinary weekday. However, the 

Sages decreed that the remainder of the day should be 

observed as a Festival, so that people would not treat 
the day lightly in future years. This is the interpretation 

of the passage accepted by most of the commentaries. 

evertheless, some commentaries explained the Ge- 
mara in the opposite manner: The first day is in fact the 

day sanctified as a Festival, since witnesses did come to 

testify about the new moon on that day, and the decree 

not to accept their testimony immediately does not can- 
cel the sanctity of the day. The Sages, however, decreed 

that the following day should also be sanctified, so that 
people would not treat the Festival lightly when they 

saw that the Levites did not sing the Festival song at the 

offering of the afternoon sacrifice, when the witnesses 

had not yet arrived (Ra’avad). 
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NOTES 


Sr or 


points out that this is a difficult nieieehon of Rabbi 


Yosei’s statement, as it alters its straightforward mean- 


ing. However, it was difficult for the Sages to accept that 


Rabbi Yosei, whose halakhic opinion is generally ac- 
cepted, would be stringent in this regard. Consequently, 
they preferred a far-fetched interpretation of his state- 
ment instead of a dubious halakhic ruling (see Rashba). 


Days of Rosh HaShana in the Diaspora - mI WK 12» 
aba: There is a good reason to emphasize ‘that when 
the New Moon was announced based on the testimony 
of witnesses who appeared before the court, there was 


indeed a difference between the two days of Rosh Ha- 


Shana in Jerusalem and Rosh HaShana in other parts 
of Eretz Yisrael and the Diaspora. In Jerusalem, Rosh 


HaShana was not always observed for two days. Often, 
witnesses would arrive in the early part of the first day, 


which was declared to be Rosh HaShana, and only that 
day would be observed. However, if witnesses did not 
arrive early in the day, the Festival would be observed 
for two days even in Jerusalem. Therefore, although all 
Festivals are observed for two days in the Diaspora due 
to the doubt as to which day had been declared as the 
New Moon, there is an additional reason to observe 
Rosh HaShana for a second day: It was possible that 
even in Jerusalem Rosh HaShana was being observed 
for a second day (Rashba). 
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A condition with regard to a basket - mosboa an: One may 
stipulate a condition and separate teruma from a basket of 
tevel produce on the first day of a Festival and then eat the pro- 
duce on the second day. However, this rule only applies to the 
two Festival days observed outside of Eretz Yisrael but not to 
Rosh HaShana (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 6:12). 
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HALAKHA 


It was taught in a baraita: How is one to carry out what Rabbi Ye- 
huda said, that a person may make a condition with regard to a 
basket of tevel produce on the first day of the Festival and then eat 
the produce on the second day? If there were two baskets of tevel 
produce before him, he says as follows: If today is an ordinary 
weekday and tomorrow is sanctified, let this basket be teruma for 
that basket; and if today is sanctified and tomorrow is an ordinary 
weekday, my statement has no significance. And he bestows upon 
the basket the name of teruma, and sets it aside. 


And on the next day he says as follows: If today is an ordinary 
weekday, let this basket be teruma for that basket; and if today is 
sanctified, my statement has no significance. And He bestows 
upon the basket the name of teruma, and he may then eat the pro- 
duce in the other basket, as teruma has definitely been separated on 
a weekday." Rabbi Yosei prohibits this. And, so too, Rabbi Yosei 
would prohibit this procedure even on the two Festival days of 
the Diaspora, even though the second day is only observed because 
of a doubt as to the proper day on which to observe the Festival. 


The Gemara relates that a particular young deer was brought to 
the house of the Exilarch. The deer was trapped by a gentile on 
the first day of a Festival observed in the Diaspora and slaugh- 
tered on the second day of the Festival." The question arose 
whether it was permitted to eat it, based on the fact that one of these 
two days was certainly an ordinary weekday. 


Rav Nahman and Rav Hisda ate from it, but Rav Sheshet did not 
eat from it. Rav Nahman said in a jesting manner: What can I do 
for Rav Sheshet, who does not eat deer meat? Rav Sheshet said 
to him: How can I eat it, as Isi taught, and some say that this 
should be read as a question: Didn’t Isi teach: And, so too, Rabbi 
Yosei would prohibit this procedure even on the two Festival days 
of the Diaspora? 


Rava said: What is the difficulty? Perhaps this is what he said:" 
And, so too, Rabbi Yosei would prohibit this procedure even on 
the two Festival days of Rosh HaShana in the Diaspora," but with 
regard to the two days of other Festivals observed in the Diaspora, 
he too would agree with Rabbi Yehuda and permit it. They said to 
him: If so, the phrase of the Diaspora is inappropriate. It should 
have said in the Diaspora. 


Rav Asi said: What is the difficulty? Perhaps this is what he said: 
And so too, Rabbi Yosei would treat the prohibition of such a 
procedure on the two Festival days of the Diaspora as on the two 
Festival days of Rosh HaShana, according to the opinion of the 
Rabbis, who permit it. In any case, the proof from this baraita is 
inconclusive. 


The Gemara further relates that afterward Rav Sheshet met Rabba 
bar Shmuel and said to him: Has the Master learned anything 
with regard to the two sanctities of a Festival and the like? Rabba 
bar Shmuel said to him: We have learned that Rabbi Yosei con- 
cedes with regard to the two Festival days of the Diaspora. Rav 
Sheshet said to him: If you happen to meet Rav Nahman and Rav 
Hisda, who disagreed with me and ate the deer in the Exilarch’s 
house, do not tell them anything of what you just told me, lest they 
use this tannaitic source to embarrass me about my refusal to eat. 


Rav Ashi said: Ameimar told me that the deer was not trapped 
on the Festival; 


Trapped on the first day and slaughtered on the second — 
wa oN jiwa Tixw: An animal that was trapped 
by a gentile on the first day of a Festival may be eaten on 
the second Festival day observed outside of Eretz Yisrael, 
once the time necessary for trapping it has elapsed (see 
Rashi). The Tur, citing the Rosh, is stringent and prohibits 


eating the deer until the second Festival day has ended 
and the time necessary for trapping it has elapsed so that 
a Jew does not come to ask a gentile to trap it on a Fes- 
tival. The custom is to be stringent in this matter but to 
practice leniency for the sake of guests (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 515:1). 
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rather, it had already been caught beforehand, but it came to the Exi- 
larch’s house on the Festival from outside the Shabbat limit" and was 
slaughtered on that day. The one who ate from it, namely, Rav Nahman 
and Rav Hisda, holds: Something that comes from outside the Shab- 
bat limit for one Jew™ is permitted to another Jew. Since the deer was 
brought for the Exilarch, the Sages at his table were permitted to eat 
from it, and we do not prohibit them to derive benefit from something 
that a gentile did for another Jew. 


And the one who did not eat from it, Rav Sheshet, holds: Anything 
that comes to the house of the Exilarch comes with all the Sages in 
mind, as it is known that the Exilarch invites them to dine with him on 
Festivals. Therefore, just as it was prohibited to the Exilarch himself, as 
it was brought from outside the Shabbat limit, so too, it was prohibited 
to all his guests. 


The Gemara asks: Didn’t Rav Sheshet meet Rabba bar Shmuel and 
say to him what he said, indicating that the issue is related to the ques- 
tion of whether the two days are considered distinct sanctities? The 
Gemara answers: According to Ameimar’s version of the story, that 
encounter never happened. 


The Gemara relates that a delivery of turnip was once brought to the 
town of Mehoza by gentile merchants from outside the Shabbat limit 
ona Festival in the Diaspora. Rava went out to the market and saw that 
the turnips were withered, and therefore he permitted people to buy 
them immediately without having to wait the amount of time needed 
to bring similar items from outside the limit after the Festival. He said: 
These turnips were certainly uprooted from the ground yesterday, and 
no prohibited labor was performed with them today. 


What might you say; that they came from outside the Shabbat limit 
and should therefore be prohibited? The accepted principle is: Some- 
thing that comes for one Jew is permitted to be eaten by another Jew, 
and all the more so with regard to this delivery of turnip, which came 
with gentiles in mind, i.e., for their sake rather than for the sake of Jews. 
Therefore, if they are purchased by Jews, no prohibition is violated. 


The Gemara adds: Once Rava saw that the gentile merchants started 
to bring increased quantities of turnips on Festival days for the sake 
of their Jewish customers, he prohibited the inhabitants of Mehoza to 
buy them, for it was evident that they were now being brought for Jews. 


The Gemara relates that certain canopy makers, who would braid 
myrtle branches into their canopies, once cut myrtles on the second 
day of a Festival, and in the evening Ravina permitted people to smell 
them" immediately at the conclusion of the Festival. Rava bar Tahalifa 
said to Ravina: The Master should prohibit them to do this, as they 
are not knowledgeable in Torah," and therefore we should be strin- 
gent with them lest they come to treat the sanctity of the second Fes- 
tival day lightly. 


Rav Shemaya strongly objects to this: The reason given here is that 
they are not knowledgeable in Torah; but if they were knowledge- 
able in Torah, would it be permitted? Don’t we require them to wait 
the time needed for the myrtle’s preparation, i.e., the time it takes to 
cut them? They went and asked Rava. He said to them: We require 
them to wait the time needed for the myrtle’s preparation. 


The mishna cited Rabbi Dosa’s version of the Rosh HaShana prayer: 
Rabbi Dosa says: He who passes before the ark and leads the con- 
gregation in prayer on the first day of the festival of Rosh HaShana 
says: Strengthen us, O Lord our God, on this day of the New Moon, 
whether it is today or tomorrow. 


HALAKHA 


Objects that arrived from outside the Shabbat 
limit - onah yama xan: The person for whom a 
gentile brought an object from outside the Shabbat 
limit is prohibited to utilize the object until the first 
Festival day has concluded and the time required 
to bring a similar object from outside the limit has 
elapsed (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 515:5). 


That comes for one Jew -= mt Sewn xa: An object 
brought in by a gentile from outside the limit for a 
specific Jew is permitted to be utilized by other Jews 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 515:5). 


NOTES 


That comes for one Jew - m byw Sawa Nain: 

The rationale for differentiating between the Jew for 
whom the service was provided and any other Jew is 
unclear because when a prohibited labor is performed, 
the benefit derived from it is equally prohibited to all 
people. Some commentaries explain that the reason 
is that the entire prohibition of boundaries is only 
rabbinic. Consequently, the Sages were not stringent 
and prohibited the item brought in from outside the 
limit only to the person for whom it was brought. An 
alternative explanation is that the whole prohibition 
is a decree lest the gentile bring something especially 
for the Jew. Since it is prohibited for this person, there 
is no concern that the gentile might act on behalf of 
another Jew whom he doesn't know (Rashi). 


Permitted people to smell them - ma iix Kw: 

Why did Ravina allow them to smell the myrtle imme- 
diately, without waiting at all? One explanation is that 
the myrtle was not initially brought for its fragrance 
but to be used in the making of a wedding crown. 
Smelling it was merely a secondary usage, against 
which the Sages did not issue a decree (Rashba). 


As they are not knowledgeable in Torah — j»xw nan 
mina: This was the rationale for various stringencies 
imposed in places where people had little knowledge 
of Torah. In their ignorance, they might come to treat 
certain laws lightly, unless extra restrictions were in- 
stituted in addition to those stringencies observed in 
communities that include many scholars. 
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NOTES 
One remembrance counts for both this and that - }131 


xan xo aby ‘Mx: Since the Torah uses the term re- 


membrance in relation to the New Moon, it seems that 
the New Moon, like Rosh HaShana, has both a general 
name, Day of Remembrance, and a particular name, New 
Moon. Therefore, it is better to mention that it is a Day of 
Remembrance without specifying, as this term includes 
both Rosh HaShana and the New Moon (Geon Ya'akov). 


HALAKHA 


The prayer of Rosh HaShana — 72871 wxi mban: The ad- 


ditional prayer of Rosh HaShana consists of nine blessings 
(Tur, Orah Hayyim 582). 
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Rabba said: When we were in the house of study of Rav Huna, we raised 
the following dilemma: What is the halakha with regard to whether it is 
proper to mention the New Moon during prayer on Rosh HaShana? The 
Gemara explains the two sides of the dilemma: Do we say that since they 
have separate additional offerings, as one additional offering is brought 
for the New Moon and another for Rosh HaShana, we mention them 
separately in prayer as well? Or perhaps one remembrance counts for 
both this and that?" The Torah is referring to both Rosh HaShana and the 
New Moon as times of remembrance, and therefore perhaps simply men- 
tioning that it is a Day of Remembrance should suffice. 


Rav Huna said to us: You have already learned the answer to this question 
in the mishna, which states that Rabbi Dosa says: He who passes before 
the ark and leads the congregation in prayer on the first day and on the 
second day of Rosh HaShana mentions the New Moon in a conditional 
manner: On this day of the New Moon, whether it is today or tomorrow. 
But the Rabbis did not agree with him. What, is it not that the Rabbis 
disagree with Rabbi Dosa about the need to mention the New Moon 
during prayer on Rosh HaShana? 


The Gemara refutes this proof: No, they disagree about whether to make 
a condition. The novelty in Rabbi Dosa’s teaching was not that mention 
must be made of the New Moon, but that a condition must be made due 
to the day’s uncertain status. The Rabbis disagree about that. 


The Gemara comments: So too, it is reasonable to say that the dispute 
between Rabbi Dosa and the Rabbis relates to the condition and not to 
the very mention of the New Moon. This can be ascertained from the fact 
that it was taught in a baraita: And so too, Rabbi Dosa would do this on 
all the New Moons for which two days are kept out of doubt the entire 
year; and the Rabbis did not agree with him. 


Granted, if you say that the disagreement was about whether to make a 
condition, that is why they did not agree with him with regard to the 
New Moon throughout the year, as they did not accept the whole idea of 
a conditional prayer. But if you say the main point of contention was 
whether to mention the New Moon at all, why didn’t they agree with him 
that the New Moon should be mentioned during prayer the rest of the 
year? 


The Gemara asks: Rather, what is the disagreement about, whether or not 

to make a condition? Why do I need them to disagree in two cases? The 

issue is the same on Rosh HaShana as on any other New Moon. The Ge- 
mara answers: It was necessary to teach both cases, as, if he had only 
taught us the halakha with regard to Rosh HaShana, I might have said 

that only in this case did the Rabbis say that one should not mention the 

New Moon in a conditional manner because people might come to de- 
mean the day and perform prohibited labor. But in the case of an ordinary 
New Moon throughout the year, I might say that perhaps they agree with 

Rabbi Dosa, since labor is not prohibited on the New Moon, and therefore 

there is no reason for concern lest people come to treat it lightly. 


And if the disagreement had only been stated in this case, in the case of 
an ordinary New Moon, one might say that only in this case did Rabbi 
Dosa say that a condition may be made. But in that other case of Rosh 
HaShana, I might say that he agrees with the Rabbis, due to concern lest 
people will come to treat the Festival lightly. It was therefore necessary to 
state the disagreement in both cases. 


The Gemara raises an objection based on the Tosefta that states that in the 
case of Rosh HaShana that occurs on Shabbat, Beit Shammai say: One 
prays an Amida that contains ten blessings, including the nine blessings 
ordinarily recited on Rosh HaShana and an additional blessing in which 
Shabbat is mentioned. And Beit Hillel say: One prays an Amida that 
contains nine blessings," as Shabbat and the Festival are mentioned in the 
same blessing. And if there were an opinion that held that the New Moon 
must be separately mentioned in the Rosh HaShana prayer, then it should 
say that according to Beit Shammai, one must recite eleven blessings, i.e., 
nine for Rosh HaShana, one for Shabbat, and one for the New Moon. 
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Rabbi Zeira said: The New Moon is different, for while it must indeed 

be mentioned according to Beit Shammai, it does not require a separate 

blessing. Since the New Moon is included in the regular morning and 

evening prayers without a separate blessing, it is included in the addi- 
tional prayer as well without a separate blessing. 


The Gemara asks: And do Beit Shammai accept the view that one should 

include the New Moon in the regular prayer? Wasn’t it taught in a ba- 
raita that with regard to a New Moon that occurs on Shabbat, Beit 
Shammai say: One must pray an Amida that includes eight blessings in 

the additional prayer, including a separate blessing for the New Moon; 
and Beit Hillel say: One must pray an Amida that includes seven bless- 
ings, as Shabbat and the New Moon are mentioned in the same blessing? 

Therefore, according to Beit Shammai, we do not include the New Moon 

and other days in the same blessing, and the fact that the New Moon 

does not have its own blessing on Rosh HaShana is because one mention 

of remembrance counts for both Rosh HaShana and New Moon. The 

Gemara comments: Indeed, this is difficult. 


The Gemara comments: The issue of whether or not one should include 
the mention of the New Moon in the blessing pertaining to the sanctity 
of the day of Shabbat is itself the subject of a dispute between the 
tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita with regard to a Shabbat that oc- 
curs on a New Moon or on one of the intermediate days of a Festival: 
For the evening, morning, and afternoon prayers, one prays in his 
usual manner and recites seven blessings, and says a passage pertaining 
to the event of the day, i.e. May there rise and come [yaaleh veyavo], 
during the blessing of Temple service. Rabbi Eliezer disagrees and says 
that this passage is said during the blessing of thanksgiving. And if he 
did not recite it, we require him to return to the beginning of the prayer 
and repeat it. 


And in the additional prayer, one begins the fourth blessing, the special 
blessing for the additional service, with Shabbat, and concludes it with 
Shabbat, and says a passage referring to the sanctity of the day of the 
New Moon or the Festival in the middle. Therefore, only in the addi- 
tional prayer is the New Moon included in the blessing for the sanctity 
of the day. 


On the other hand, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel and Rabbi Yishmael, 
son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, say: Wherever one is obligated to 
recite seven blessings, including the evening, morning, and afternoon 
prayers, he begins the fourth blessing with Shabbat and concludes it 
with Shabbat, and he says a passage referring to the sanctity of the day 
of the New Moon or the Festival in the middle. In their opinion, the 
New Moon is included in the blessing of the sanctity of the day in all the 
prayers of the day. 


Returning to the fundamental question of whether the New Moon must 
be mentioned separately on Rosh HaShana, the Gemara asks: What 
conclusion was reached about this issue? Rav Hisda said: One mention 
of remembrance counts for both this and that. And so too, Rabba said: 
One mention of remembrance counts for both this and that. 


Having discussed the Rosh HaShana prayers, the Gemara addresses re- 
lated issues. Rabba said: When I was in the house of study of Rav Huna, 
we raised the following dilemma: What is the halakha with regard to 
saying the blessing for time, i.e., Who has given us life [sheheheyanu], on 
Rosh HaShana and Yom Kippur? The two sides of the dilemma are as 
follows: Do we say that since these Festivals come at fixed times of the 
year, we recite the blessing: Who has given us life, just as we would for 
any other joyous event that occurs at fixed intervals? Or do we say, per- 
haps, that since these Festivals are not called pilgrim Festivals [re- 
galim], we do not recite: Who has given us life, as the joy that they bring 
is insufficient? Rav Huna did not have an answer at hand. 
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NOTES 


Perhaps the child will come to be drawn after it - 
sph DY Kgy: The early commentaries prove that if 
one were to give the wine to a small child, who does not 
understand, it would certainly not help. Since the child 
is not obligated to recite a blessing, there is no obliga- 
tion to recite a blessing for him. Rather, the Gemara is 
referring to a child who has already reached the age of 
education with regard to blessings but has yet to reach 
the age of education for fasting (Rashba and others). 
Some ask: If we are so concerned that the child might 
become used to drinking wine on Yom Kippur that we 
do not give it to him, why doesn’t that same concern 
apply to anything the child eats or drinks? The answer 
is that when the child grows up he will understand that 
he must refrain from eating for his own sake. However, 
he might come to see eating for the sake of the adults as 
part of the custom of the day (Rashba; Meiri). 
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When I came to the house of study of Rav Yehuda, he said: I recite 

the blessing for time even on a new gourd, and I certainly recite the 

blessing on Rosh HaShana and Yom Kippur. I said to him: I have no 

dilemma about the fact that one has the option of reciting the bless- 
ing for time; the dilemma I have is about whether there is an obliga- 
tion to recite the blessing. What is the halakha in this regard? Rav 

Yehuda said to me that it was Rav and Shmuel who both said: One 

recites the blessing for time only on the three pilgrim Festivals. 


The Gemara raises an objection based upon the following baraita: 

The verse states: “Give a portion to seven, and also to eight” (Eccle- 
siastes 11:2). Rabbi Eliezer says: “Seven,” these are the seven days 

of Creation; “eight,” these are the eight days until circumcision. 
Rabbi Yehoshua says: “Seven,” these are the seven days of Pass- 
over; “eight,” these are the eight days of the festival of Sukkot. And 

when it says: “And also,” like every other instance of the word “also” 
in the Torah, this comes to include; what it includes is Shavuot, and 

Rosh HaShana, and Yom Kippur. 


What, is this exposition not coming to teach us that on these days 
one is obligated to recite the blessing for time? The Gemara re- 
sponds: No, it is referring to the blessing recited over the special 
sanctity of the day. 


The Gemara comments: So too, it is reasonable to explain, as if it 
would enter your mind to say that it is referring to the blessing for 
time, is there a blessing for time that is recited all seven days of the 
Festival? It is recited only on the first day. The Gemara refutes this 
argument: This is not difficult, as it means that ifhe does not recite 
the blessing for time now, he recites the blessing tomorrow or the 
following day, as all seven days are part of the pilgrim Festival. 


The Gemara asks: In any case, we require that this blessing be re- 
cited over a cup of wine, and most people do not have cups of wine 
for the intermediate days of a Festival. Let us say that this supports 
Rav Nahman, as Rav Nahman said: The blessing for time may be 
recited even in the market, without a cup of wine. The Gemara re- 
sponds: This is not difficult, as the case is that he happened to have 
a cup; but without a cup of wine, the blessing may not be recited. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, one can recite the blessing over a cup of 
wine on Shavuot and Rosh HaShana; but what does one do on Yom 
Kippur? If you say that he should recite the blessing over a cup of 
wine before the actual commencement of Yom Kippur and drink it, 
there is a difficulty: Since he recited the blessing for time, he ac- 
cepted the sanctity of the day upon himself, and therefore caused 
the wine to be prohibited to himself by the laws of Yom Kippur. 


As didn’t Rav Yirmeya bar Abba say the following to Rav, upon 
observing him recite kiddush before the actual commencement of 
Shabbat: Have you therefore accepted the obligation to abstain from 
labor from this point on? And he said to him: Yes, I have accepted 
the obligation to abstain from labor. This indicates that once one 
recites kiddush and accepts upon himself the sanctity of the day, all 
the laws of the day apply to him. Accordingly, if one recited the bless- 
ing for time for Yom Kippur, he may no longer eat or drink. 


And if you say that he should recite the blessing over a cup of wine 
and leave it and drink it only after the conclusion of Yom Kippur, this 
too is difficult, as the principle is that one who recites a blessing over 
a cup of wine must taste from it. If you say that he should give it to 
a child, who is not obligated to fast, this too is not feasible because 
the halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Rav Aha, who 
made a similar suggestion with regard to a different matter, due to a 
concern that perhaps the child will come to be drawn after it." The 
child might come to drink wine on Yom Kippur even in future years 
after he comes of age, and we do not institute a practice that might 
turn into a stumbling block. 
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The Gemara asks: What conclusion was reached about this 
matter? Must one recite the blessing: Who has given us life, 
on Rosh HaShana and Yom Kippur? The Sages sent Rav 
Yeimar the Elder before Rav Hisda on the eve of Rosh Ha- 
Shana. They said to him: Go, see how he acts in this regard 
and then come and tell us. When Rav Hisda saw Rav Yeimar, 
he said to him in the words of a folk saying: One who picks 
up a moist log, which is not fit for firewood, must want to 
do something on the spot." In other words, you certainly 
have come to me with some purpose in mind, and not just for 
a visit. They brought him a cup of wine, and he recited 
kiddush and the blessing for time." 


The Gemara concludes: The halakha is that one recites the 
blessing for time on Rosh HaShana and on Yom Kippur," 
and the halakha is that one may recite the blessing for time 
even in the market, as it does not require a cup of wine. 


Having discussed a question that was raised during Rabba’s 
student years, the Gemara now records another such question. 
And Rabba also said: When we were in the house of study 
of Rav Huna, we raised the following dilemma: A student 
in his master’s house who is fasting on Shabbat eve, what is 
the halakha with regard to whether he has to complete the 
fast until the end of the day? Do we perhaps say that he must 
stop fasting before Shabbat, so as not to enter Shabbat weary 
from his fast?" Rav Huna did not have an answer at hand. I 
subsequently came before Rav Yehuda, and he too did not 
have an answer at hand. 


Rava said: Let us look ourselves for an answer from the 
sources. As it was taught in a baraita in the case of the Ninth 
of Av that occurs on Shabbat," 


and so too, on the eve of the Ninth of Av that occurs on 
Shabbat, one need not reduce the amount of food he eats; 
rather, he may eat and drink as much as he requires and 
bring to his table a meal even like that of King Solomon in 
his time." If the Ninth of Av occurs on Shabbat eve, we bring 
him an egg-bulk of food toward end of the day, and he eats 
it, so that he not enter Shabbat in a state of affliction. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda said: We were 

once sitting before Rabbi Akiva, and it was the Ninth of Av 
that occurs on Shabbat eve, and they brought him a slight- 
ly cooked egg," and he swallowed it without salt. And it was 

not that he desired it so much that he ate it; rather, he did so 

to show the students the halakha that one need not complete 

the fast when the Ninth of Av occurs on Shabbat eve, so as not 

enter Shabbat in a state of affliction. 


And Rabbi Yosei says: He must fast and complete the fast. 
Rabbi Yosei said to the other Sages: Don’t you agree with me 
with regard to the Ninth of Av that occurs on Sunday, that 
one must stop eating on Shabbat while it is still day? They 
said to him: Indeed, we agree. Rabbi Yosei said to them: What 
is the difference to me between entering Shabbat in a state of 
affliction and leaving it in a state of affliction? If one stops 
eating before Shabbat is over, he is spending part of Shabbat 
fasting, and yet even the Sages concede that one must do so. 


NOTES = =— 
He who picks up a moist log — ape abt: Based on a variant 
reading of the Gemara, the Arukh explains as follows: When one 
sees another person picking up a moist log, which is unusable 
for firewood, it is a good idea to ask him what he is doing, in case 
he intends to strike him with it. 


He recited kiddush and the blessing for time — p3} Wax) WTP: 
How did the Sages understand from Rav Hisda’s actions that one 
is obligated to recite the blessing over time on Rosh HaShana? 
Perhaps Rav Hisda holds that it is only optional to do so? One 
answer is that Rav Hisda recited the blessing after kiddush but 
before drinking the wine. If the blessing were not obligatory, he 
would not have recited it at that point and thereby caused an 
interruption between the blessing over the wine and the drink- 
ing of the wine. Therefore, the recitation of the blessing must be 
obligatory (Sheerit Berakha). 


HALAKHA 


The blessing: Who has given us life, on Rosh HaShana and on 
Yom Kippur - DVI DiN MWI WIA WI: One must recite 
the blessing for time, Who has given us life, on Rosh HaShana and 
Yom Kippur. On Yom Kippur one does not recite it over a cup of 
wine because of the concerns raised by the Gemara (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 619:1). 


Completing a fast on Shabbat eve - naw awa Dvn nyon: 

One who accepted upon himself to fast on Shabbat eve must 
fast until the end of the day when the stars come out, unless he 
explicitly stipulated when accepting the fast that he would fast 
only until the completion of the communal prayers on Friday 
night. The Rema rules that in the case of a private fast, one need 

not fast until the stars appear. However, it is preferable that one 
state his intention explicitly when he accepts the fast. Neverthe- 
less, a public fast must be completed, and this is the custom. 
When the Gemara states that he completes it, this means that 
he may complete it if he so desires; he may stop beforehand, if 
he so stipulated (Mordekhai; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 249:4). 


The Ninth of Av on Shabbat - nawa axa mywn: Ifthe Ninth of 
Av occurs on Shabbat or on Sunday, one eats the third Shabbat 
meal in the usual manner, which may include meat and wine. 
However, one must stop eating before sunset (Rema; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 552:10). 


NOTES 


A meal like that of King Solomon in his time - mindy mnyps 
snywa: Rashi explains this expression in tractate Taanit (29b) in 
light of the story that Solomon was removed from his throne 
for a period of time and became a destitute, wandering pauper. 
Therefore, the Gemara states: Like that of King Solomon in his time, 
meaning at the time when he was a king. 


And they brought him a slightly cooked egg - 742 b wan 
nhan: Some commentaries explain that since Rabbi Akiva lived 
inthe generation of Rabban Gamliel, he followed his opinion, as 
explained below. However, in the subsequent generation, Rabbi 
Akiva's students accepted Rabbi Yosei's opinion with the certainty 
that Rabbi Akiva would also have returned to the approach of 
his teacher, Rabbi Yehoshua (Geon Ya'akov). See Tosafot for an 
alternate tradition with regard to Rabbi Akiva’s behavior. 
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HALAKHA 
A fast on Hanukkah or Purim — od) ADM MYA: 
A public fast is never decreed for Rosh Hodesh, Hanukkah 
or Purim. Nevertheless, if the community already began to 
observe a cycle of fasts for some misfortune, and a fast day 
in the cycle of Monday, Thursday, and Monday occurs on 
Rosh Hodesh, Hanukkah or Purim, the fast is observed. This 


ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabban Gamliel, 
as the later Sages did not dispute this point (Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 572:2). 


NOTES 
And if they had begun they do not interrupt — nnn ox} 
poan py: The order of the public fasts decreed in times 
of drought is explained in tractate Ta'anit. It is with regard 


to this that they said that a cycle of fasts on Monday, Thurs- 


day, and Monday may not begin on the New Moon or on 


Hanukkah. However, if a cycle of fast days was already es- 


tablished, and one of the fast days occurred on the New 
Moon, the series is not interrupted. 


And there was no one who disputed - WWW OK mI x: 
We generally do not accept the argument that we have no 
seen a tradition being observed or did not hear someone 
argue about an existing tradition, as the rule is: The fact tha 


we have not seen is not proof. However, this restriction ap- 


plies only when there is someone who claims to have seen 
or heard something with regard to the tradition. If severa 
people say that they have never seen something before and 
no one denies this, it is considered to be proof (Maharik). 


It was our Festival - ww ajv Di’: This is explained at grea 
length in tractate Ta‘anit. The basic idea is as follows: In a 
particular time, when public funds were very scarce, severa 
large families volunteered to sponsor the wood offering 
in the Temple. Over the course of time, even though the 
need for this donation passed, the custom remained. Each 
of these families observed the day on which it brought 
the wood to the Temple as a Festival on which fasting and 
eulogizing were prohibited. 
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They said to him: There is a difference. If you said that one may leave 
Shabbat in a state of affliction, that is because he ate and drank the 
entire day and will not suffer if he fasts a few minutes at the end of 
the day. Can you say that it is the same to enter Shabbat in a state 
of affliction, when he has not eaten or drunk anything the entire 
day? 


And Ulla said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei, and on the Ninth of Av that occurs on Shabbat eve one 
must complete the fast. The Gemara poses a question: Do we really 
act in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei? And the Ge- 
mara raises a contradiction based upon the following mishna: We 
do not initially decree a fast upon the public on the New Moon, 
Hanukkah, or Purim," and if the community had already begun a 
cycle of fasts and one of them fell out on one of these days, they do 
not interrupt the series; this is the statement of Rabban Gamliel. 
Rabbi Meir said: Even though Rabban Gamliel said that they do 
not interrupt the series, he conceded that they do not complete 
the fast on one of these days, and so too, the fast on the Ninth of Av 
that occurs on Shabbat eve is not completed. 


And it was taught in a related baraita: Following the death of Rab- 
ban Gamliel, Rabbi Yehoshua entered the study hall to annul 
Rabban Gamiliel’s statement with regard to fasts. Rabbi Yohanan 
ben Nuri stood on his feet and said: I see that the appropriate 
policy is that the body must follow the head, i.e., we must follow 
the statements of the earlier authorities and not deviate from estab- 
lished halakha. All of Rabban Gamliel’s life we established the 
halakha in accordance with his opinion, and now you seek to annul 
his statement? Yehoshua, we do not listen to you, as the halakha 
has already been established in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabban Gamliel. And there was no one who disputed" this state- 
ment in any way. Therefore, this baraita demonstrates that when the 
Ninth of Av occurs on Shabbat eve, one must observe the fast but 
not complete it, and this was the accepted practice. 


The Gemara resolves the difficulty, arguing that this proof is not 
conclusive: Indeed, in the generation of Rabban Gamliel they 
acted in accordance with the opinion of Rabban Gamliel, but in 
the generation of Rabbi Yosei they acted in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, and from then on, the halakha follows his 
view. 


The Gemara asks: And is it correct that in the generation of Rabban 
Gamliel they acted in accordance with the opinion of Rabban 
Gamliel? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Elazar ben Tzad- 
ok, a contemporary of Rabban Gamliel, said: I am a descendant of 
Sena’av ben Binyamin, who observed a family festival on the tenth 
of Av. One time, the Ninth of Av occurred on Shabbat, and we 
postponed it until after Shabbat, as we do not observe the fast on 
Shabbat, and we fasted on Sunday but did not complete the fast 
because that day was our Festival." This indicates that the reason 
they did not complete the fast is that the day itself was a Festival for 
them, but on the eve of a Festival, they would indeed complete it. 
This proves that even in the generation of Rabban Gamliel, they did 
complete fasts on the eve of Shabbat and Festivals. 


Ravina said that this story poses no difficulty: A rabbinic Festival 
is different, as they are not as stringent as Shabbat or Festivals stated 
in the Torah, and the festival of the family of Sena’av was not a Fes- 
tival from the Torah, but one established by the Sages. Since one 
may fast on such a Festival for a number of hours, i.e., one may fast 
on it for part of the day, one also completes a fast observed on the 
eve of such a Festival until the evening. With regard to Shabbat, 
however, since one may not fast on it even for several hours, one 
does not complete a fast observed on Shabbat eve. 
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Rav Yosef said: I did not hear this ruling that the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. Rav Yosef had 
fallen ill and forgotten his learning and so was unable to remem- 
ber that such a ruling had been issued. His student, Abaye, said 
to him: You yourself told us this halakha, and it was with re- 
gard to this point that you told it to us, as we learned in a 
mishna: We do not initially decree a fast upon the public on 
the New Moon, on Hanukkah, or on Purim. Rabbi Meir said: 
Even though Rabban Gamliel said that if the community had 
already begun a cycle of fasts, they do not interrupt the series, 
he conceded that they do not complete the fast on one of these 
days, and similarly, the fast of the Ninth of Av that occurs on 
Shabbat eve is not completed. And we said with regard to this 
mishna that Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: This is the state- 
ment that Rabbi Meir said in the name of Rabban Gamliel. 
But the Rabbis say: One must fast and complete the fast. 


What? Does the Rabbis’ ruling that one must complete the fast 
not refer to all the cases mentioned in the mishna, including 
that of the Ninth of Av that occurs on Shabbat eve? No, it was 
stated only with regard to Hanukkah and Purim, but one would 
not complete a fast on Shabbat eve. 


The Gemara comments: So too, it is reasonable to explain that 
this ruling does not apply to Shabbat eve, 


as, ifit should enter your mind to say that Rav Yehuda said that 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis with 
regard to all the cases in the mishna, including that of the Ninth 
of Av that occurs on Shabbat eve, there is a difficulty: Didn't 
Rabba raise a dilemma before Rav Yehuda with regard to this 
issue, and he did not answer him? This demonstrates that he 
did not have a decisive ruling on this subject. 


The Gemara responds: And according to your opinion, that 
the issue had not been resolved, there is a difficulty with that 
which Mar Zutra expounded in the name of Rav Huna: The 
halakha is that one fasts and completes the fast on Shabbat eve. 
Didn’t Rabba also raise this dilemma before Rav Huna, and 
he too did not answer him? How could Mar Zutra have re- 
ported this halakhic ruling in the name of Rav Huna? 


Rather, you must say that this dilemma that Rabba raised to 
Rav Huna was before Rav Huna heard Rav’s ruling on the 
subject; whereas this, i.e., Rav Huna’s statement as cited by Mar 
Zutra, was made after he heard Rav’s ruling on the matter, and 
the problem was resolved for him. Here, too, with regard to Rav 
Yehuda, we can say that this dilemma that Rabba raised before 
Rav Yehuda was before Rav Yehuda heard Rav’s ruling on the 
topic, and therefore he did not know how to answer Rabba; 
whereas this, i.e., Rav Yehuda’s statement in the name of Rav, 
was made after he heard it. 


The Gemara repeats the statement cited above in passing: Mar 
Zutra expounded in the name of Rav Huna: The halakha is 
that one fasts and completes the fast on the eves of Shabbat and 
Festivals. 
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In this chapter, several of the halakhot of eiruv were discussed, primarily the halakhot 
of the joining of Shabbat boundaries. The issues raised were divided into distinct 
units that are related as far as preparation of the eiruv is concerned, not necessarily in 
terms of their intrinsic principles. With regard to the question of what may be used 
to establish an eiruv, the conclusion was that any item considered food in an amount 
sufficient for two meals, or alternatively any ingredient used in the consumption of 
two meals, e.g., spices, is suitable. This food must be suitable for human consumption, 
but there is no stipulation demanding that the one who placed the eiruv must actu- 
ally be able to eat it. Even if for some reason he cannot, the eiruv is valid. However, 
neither water nor salt may be used for the eiruv since these are not considered food. 


A second problem discussed with regard to the joining of Shabbat boundaries was: 
Who may establish the eiruv? The conclusion was that the one placing the eiruv must 
be of sound mind and acknowledge the halakhot of eiruvin. Ifhe is not of sound mind, 
then he can only serve as an instrument for transferring the eiruv; however, he cannot 
serve as an emissary in placing the eiruv. 


With regard to the joining of boundaries, it was stated that the person placing the 
eiruv must do so ina location where he has access to it, enabling him to take the food 
the moment the eiruv takes effect, during twilight on Shabbat eve. Therefore, one 
may not place the eiruv in a place from where it would be prohibited to take it on 
Shabbat. For example, if one places the food outside the domain where he establishes 
residence on Shabbat, or if he were to place it in a location that it is prohibited for 
him to enter, the eiruv would be invalidated. 


Uncertainties arose due to the various restrictions that apply to the placement of the 
eiruv. Is the eiruv valid in a case where it is unclear whether the eiruv remained in place 
or was moved? Is it valid ifit is not known whether the eiruv was eaten, destroyed, or 
became ritually impure, rendering it no longer fit for human consumption prior to 
the time when the eiruv took effect? In general, the resolution of those dilemmas was 
based on the ruling by the Sages: An eiruv whose validity is uncertain is nevertheless 
valid, since in principle the halakhot of eiruv are by rabbinic law. 


The principle that one rules leniently in cases of eiruv since the halakhot are by rab- 
binic law resolved a different problem, which is the question of a conditional eiruv. 
An example is the case of an individual who seeks to establish residence not in one 
specific location, but rather places an eiruv in each of two different locations, stipulat- 
ing that only later, on Shabbat, will he decide on which of the two he will rely. The 
dilemma that arises is whether or not one can rely on an indefinite eiruv. The halakhic 
conclusion was that even according to those who hold that there is no retroactive 
designation, i.e., the direction that one ultimately chooses was retroactively the direc- 
tion that he originally intended, the eiruv is nevertheless valid. Since the halakha is 
by rabbinic law, the ruling is lenient and it is permitted to place a conditional eiruv. 
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This chapter, too, deals with the halakhot of the joining of Shabbat boundaries; how- 
ever, here the discussion focuses on different aspects of this topic. 


The halakhic rulings in the previous chapter dealt primarily with cases of an indi- 
vidual who, although he already has a place of residence on Shabbat, seeks to estab- 
lish residence elsewhere by means of an eiruv. This chapter discusses the case of an 
individual who does not have a bona fide place of residence, e.g., one traveling to 
another city, or one who establishes residence along the way. Similarly, this chapter 
deals with the legal status of one who intends to establish residence in a place other 
than the place where he is located at present, and also considers the halakha with 
regard to one who went outside his Shabbat limit and thereby forfeited his rights 
within that limit. 


Addressing these questions necessitates an analysis of the fundamental problems 
with regard to the manner in which one acquires his Shabbat limit and the manner 
in which he loses it. One of the questions requiring consideration is the legal status 
of one who ventures beyond his Shabbat limit, whether unwittingly, intentionally, 
or for the purpose of performing a mitzva. Does he then acquire certain rights of 
residence in this other place? If so, what are they? 


One of the essential questions discussed is: Does one’s right to walk within the 
Shabbat limit stem from his decision and assertion: My residence is at such and such 
location, and in that way he acquires the right to walk two thousand cubits from that 
location? Or, is the Shabbat limit determined by the individual's very presence at a 
specific location? 


A similar issue is the Shabbat limit as it applies to vessels and other objects. Is their 
Shabbat limit determined by their presence at a specific location? An example of this 
is the statement in the Gemara: Ownerless objects acquire residence. Or, perhaps, if 
they belong to a specific individual, the limit for these objects is determined by the 
limit of their owner. 


An additional fundamental problem is with regard to the manner in which one ac- 
quires the eiruv. The joining of Shabbat boundaries is based upon one’s decision to 
acquire residence at a given distance from his present location. The eiruv is generally 
established through the placement of food sufficient for two meals at the location 
where one seeks to acquire residence. However, the question arises: Are there other 
methods in which this may be accomplished? For example, does one’s decision that 
he intends to establish residence at a specific location suffice even without placing 
the food there? Alternatively, is it sufficient for one merely to visit that location dur- 
ing the day, even if he neither stays there nor places an eiruv? 


These problems require examination of the essence of the Shabbat limit, which will 
lead to a detailed understanding of how it takes effect, how it is acquired, and how it 
is lost. These are the topics discussed in this chapter. 
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MI S HN A With regard to one whom gentiles forcibly 
took him out" beyond the Shabbat limit, or 
if an evil spirit" took him out, i.e., he was temporarily insane, and 


found himself outside the Shabbat limit, he has only four cubits 
that he may walk from where he is standing. 


Ifthe gentiles returned him, or ifhe came back while still under the 
influence of the evil spirit, it is as though he had never left his 
Shabbat limit, and he may move about within his original limit as 
before. 


Ifthe gentiles brought him to a different city" that was surrounded 
by walls, or if they put him into a pen or a stable, i.e., animal enclo- 
sures, the Sages disagree. Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi Elazar ben 
Azarya say: He may walk about the entire city, as the whole city is 
considered like four cubits. Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi Akiva say: 
He has only four cubits from where he was placed. 


The mishna relates: There was an incident where all of these Sages 
were coming from Pelandarsin,® an overseas location, and their 
boat set sail on the sea" on Shabbat, taking them beyond their 
Shabbat limit. Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya 
walked about the entire boat, as they hold that the entire boat is 
considered like four cubits, while Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi 
Akiva did not move beyond four cubits, as they sought to be 
stringent with themselves. 


The mishna further relates that on one occasion, they did not enter 

the port [namel]! until after nightfall on Shabbat eve. The others 

said to Rabban Gamliel: What is the halakha with regard to alight- 
ing from the boat at this time? In other words, were we already 
within the city’s limit before Shabbat commenced? 


He said to them: You are permitted to alight, as I was watching, 
and I observed that we were already within the city’s limit before 
nightfall. We acquired our resting place in the city during the twi- 
light period. Therefore, it is permitted to walk throughout the city 


even after nightfall. 

GEMA Since the Gemara discussed one who 
stepped beyond the Shabbat limit due to an 

evil spirit, the Gemara cites a related baraita, in which the Sages 

taught: Three matters cause a person to act against his own will 

and the will of his Maker, and they are: Gentiles, and an evil 

spirit, and the depths of extreme poverty. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical halakhic difference that 
emerges from this statement? The Gemara answers: It is significant 
as it teaches one to request mercy for people" who suffer from 
those problems. 


The Gemara cites a related teaching: Three classes of people do not 
see the face of Gehenna, because the suffering that they bear in this 
world atones for their sins, and they are: Those suffering the depths 
of extreme poverty, those afflicted with intestinal disease, and 
those oppressed by creditors. And some say: Even one who has 
an evil wife who constantly harasses him. 


The Gemara asks: And why don’t the other Sages include one with 
an evil wife among those who will not be punished in Gehenna? 
The Gemara answers: They maintain that it is a mitzva to divorce 
an evil wife. Therefore, that source of distress can be remedied. 


And why do the other Sages include an evil wife? The Gemara an- 
swers: Sometimes payment of her marriage contract is very large, 
and consequently he cannot divorce her since he cannot afford to 
pay it. Alternatively, he has children from her, and he cannot raise 
them himself, and therefore he cannot divorce her. 


HALAKHA 


One whom gentiles took him out — O° 132 MNO Ying "2: Ifa 
person was taken out beyond his Shabbat limit by gentiles 
or by any other coercive force, he may walk only a distance 
of four cubits. However, if one was also forcibly returned to 
within the limit, it is as though he never left (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 405:5). 


If the gentiles brought him to a different city - mbin 
nants vy: If gentiles took a person beyond the Shabbat 
imit to a different city surrounded by a wall, he may walk 
hroughout the entire city, since it is all considered like four 
cubits. According to some authorities, this also applies if 
he person was taken beyond the Shabbat limit to any city 
or enclosed area. The halakha is in accordance with the 
view of Rabban Gamliel, because Rav adopted his opinion. 
However, if the person went out to a different city knowingly, 
he is only permitted to walk a distance of four cubits in that 
place (Rambam; Ramban; Ran). Some commentaries dispute 
his and permit him to walk any distance in the entire city 
(Tosafot; Rashba; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 405:6). 


A boat in the sea - 02 71°50: One is permitted to walk 
about an entire boat, even if it sailed beyond the Shab- 
bat limit. All of the Sages of the Talmud agreed that, in this 
regard, the halakha accords with Rabban Gamliel’s opinion 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 405:7). 


NOTES 
An evil spirit [ruah ra'a] — 7¥7 m: Some commentaries 
explain the Hebrew phrase ruah ra'a literally as an evil wind, 
meaning that the person was forced out of his Shabbat limit 
by tempestuous storm winds (Rav Natan Av HaYeshiva). The 
Rambam, in his Commentary on the Mishna, explains that 
any coercive force is called an evil spirit. 


To request mercy for people — any „m yan: Some 
commentaries explain that this statement has two ramifi- 
cations: The first is for other people to pray on their behalf. 
The second is for the public to realize that even if these 
people acted improperly, they did not do so entirely out of 
their own free will. Therefore, they deserve pity rather than 
condemnation (Ein Ya‘akov). 


BACKGROUND 
reference is to the ale city of Brudisium, which is modern- 
day city of Brindisi in Calabria, Italy. 


LANGUAGE 


Port [namel] —bnx: In some variant readings, this common 
word appears as lamen, which is similar to the Greek Any, 
limen, meaning a port or a place on the shore for boats to 
anchor, as well as a beach and a border. 
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LANGUAGE 


Edema [hidrokan] — \pi117: From the Greek ddEptKdc, 
hyderikos, or bSpwauds, hydropikos, which describes 
a condition where one’s limbs become swollen and 
filled with water. 


HALAKHA 


If he returned knowingly — nyt aun: Ifa person went 
out beyond the Shabbat limit and then returned, he may 
walk only a distance of four cubits, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav Nahman and the inference from the 
mishna (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 405:5). 


If he knowingly went out and was forcibly returned — 
DKI WM nyt tex»: If a person knowingly went out 
beyond the Shabbat limit, but was forcibly returned to 
within the limit while outside the city, he can only walk 
a distance of four cubits. However, if he was brought 
back into the city itself, he may walk any distance in the 
entire city, since the entire city is considered to be like 
our cubits (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 405:8). 


If he went out of the Shabbat limit and needed to 
relieve himself - vow) JN DNATA Ky»: Ifa person 
nowingly went out ‘beyond the Shabbat limit, he is 
prohibited from leaving his four cubits. However, if he 
hen needs to relieve himself, he may walk until he finds 
a private spot. It is advisable for the person to walk in the 
direction of his limit, for if he returns, it is as though he 
never left. Nevertheless, if he found a private spot before 
reaching his Shabbat limit, he may go no further (Rosh). 
Some authorities state that the permission only applies 
to defecation (Tur, citing the Rosh), while other authori- 
ties are also lenient if he needs to urinate (Rabbeinu Tam; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 406:1). 


NOTES 
It is teaching disjunctively — 3n? pry: This com- 
mon expression means that, occasionally, two tannaitic 
statements are to be understood as disjunctive such 
that one cannot draw inferences from one to the other. 
Rather, each stands on its own and must be understood 
separately. 


Great is human dignity - niaz Tia bina: This prin- 
ciple is derived from the permission granted by the 
Torah to ignore the obligation to return lost property, 
if handling the lost article can be accomplished only 
in an undignified manner. The Gemara’s conclusion is 
that, in most cases, human dignity overrides a rabbinic 
prohibition. In this context, the prohibition related to the 
Shabbat limit is only of rabbinic origin. 


Human dignity — niya T1233: The authorities disagree 
whether or not the consideration of human dignity in- 
cludes the person's own dignity as well. For example, 
since it would be an insult to his dignity to remain within 
four cubits of the spot where he relieved himself, he may 
move away for this reason (Rabbeinu Hananel; Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan; and others). An alternative approach is that 
perhaps human dignity only applies to the shame of 
having to relieve himself in front of others, or to the 
embarrassment and humiliation caused to others if he 
relieves himself in their presence (Rosh, based on Rav 
Hai Gaon). 
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The Gemara asks: What is the practical halakhic difference that 
emerges from this statement? The Gemara answers: It is significant 
as it teaches one to accept those afflictions with love, knowing that 
they will exempt him from the punishment of Gehenna. 


It was similarly taught: Three classes of people are liable to die while 
conversing with others, i.e., to die suddenly, although they appear to 
be in good health and are capable of engaging in conversation, and 
they are: Those afflicted with intestinal sickness, and a woman in 
childbirth, and one who is sick with edema [hidrokan].' 


Once again the Gemara asks: What is the practical halakhic differ- 
ence that emerges from this statement? The Gemara answers: It is 
significant as it teaches one to prepare shrouds for them, in case they 
need them suddenly. 


The Gemara proceeds to analyze the mishna: Rav Nahman said that 
Shmuel said: If one knowingly went out beyond the Shabbat limit, 
he has only four cubits that he may walk. The Gemara asks: This is 
obvious. Now, if with regard to one whom gentiles forcibly took out 
beyond the Shabbat limit, he has only four cubits, with regard to one 
who knowingly went out, is it necessary to teach that he has no more 
than four cubits within which he may walk? 


Rather, say that Rav Nahman’s statement means: If he returned 
knowingly" to within the Shabbat limit after having been taken out 
by gentiles, he has only four cubits within which he may walk, but 
no more. 


The Gemara asks: This, too, we learned from a precise reading of the 

mishna: If the gentiles returned him to within the Shabbat limit it is 

as though he had never left the Shabbat limit, and he may move 

about as before. By inference, it is specifically when the gentiles 

themselves returned him that it is as though he never left his Shab- 
bat limit. However, if gentiles took him out, and then he returned 

knowingly to his Shabbat limit, it is as though he left knowingly, and 

he has only four cubits within which he may walk. 


Rather, say Rav Nahman’s statement as follows: If he knowingly 
went out beyond the Shabbat limit, and was later forcibly returned" 
by gentiles to within his limit, he has only four cubits that he may 
walk, although he was restored to within his limit against his will. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: This, too, we learned from a precise 
reading of the mishna: If gentiles forcibly took him out and later 
returned him, it is as though he never left. By inference, it is spe- 
cifically when the gentiles themselves forcibly took him out and then 
themselves returned him that it is as though he never left the Shab- 
bat limit. However, if he knowingly went out, no, that is not the 
halakha, even if he was later forcibly returned by gentiles. 


The Gemara answers: Rav Nahman’s statement is necessary lest you 
say that perhaps the mishna is not referring to one specific case, but 
rather it is teaching disjunctively," i.e., referring to two separate 
cases, as follows: One who was forcibly taken out beyond the 
Shabbat limit by gentiles and later returned knowingly has only four 
cubits within which to walk. But if he knowingly went out beyond 
the Shabbat limit and was later forcibly returned by gentiles, it is as 
though he had never left, and he may move within his original limit 
as before. Therefore, Rav Nahman teaches us that ifhe willingly went 
out beyond the Shabbat limit and was later forcibly returned by gen- 
tiles, itis considered as though he had returned knowingly, so that he 
has only four cubits within which to walk. 


They raised a dilemma before Rabba: If a person who is restricted 
to an area of four cubits needed to relieve himself and no secluded 
spot is available, what is the halakha? He said to them: The Sages 
established a principle that great is human dignity," which even 
supersedes a negative precept of the Torah, and therefore a person 
is permitted to overstep the Shabbat limit fixed by the Sages in order 
to relieve himself modestly." 
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The Sages of Neharde’a’ said: If this person is clever, he will enter 
into his original Shabbat limit, and since he was permitted to enter 
it, he entered, and may remain there. 


Rav Pappa said: With regard to produce that was taken out" be- 
yond the Shabbat limit and was later returned, even if this was 
done intentionally, the produce has not lost its place; rather, it may 
still be carried within the entire limit. What is the reason for this 
halakha? It is that the produce did not go out willingly, but was 
taken due to circumstances beyond its control. 


Rav Yosef bar Shemaya raised an objection to the opinion of Rav 
Pappa from a baraita: Rabbi Nehemya and Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya’akov say: It is actually prohibited to carry the produce beyond 
four cubits, unless it was returned to its place unwittingly. By infer- 
ence, Ifit was returned unwittingly, yes, itis permitted, but ifit was 
returned intentionally, it is not. 


The Gemara answers: This is subject to a dispute between the 

tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita: With regard to produce that 

was taken out beyond the Shabbat limit," if it was taken out unwit- 
tingly, it may be eaten; but if it was taken out intentionally, it may 
not be eaten. 


Rabbi Nehemya says: If the produce was returned and is now in its 
original place, it may be eaten; but if it is not in its original place, 
i.e. ifit is still beyond the Shabbat limit, it may not be eaten. 


The Gemara clarifies: What is meant by: In its place? Ifyou say that 
the produce was returned to its place intentionally, there is a dif- 
ficulty, as it was explicitly taught in a baraita: Rabbi Nehemya and 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov say: It is actually prohibited to carry 
the produce beyond four cubits, unless it was returned to its place 
unwittingly. By inference, only if it was returned unwittingly is it 
indeed permitted, but if it was returned intentionally, it is not 
permitted. 


Rather, does it not mean that the produce was returned to its place 

unwittingly, and the baraita is incomplete and it teaches the fol- 
lowing: With regard to produce that was taken out beyond the 

Shabbat limit, if it was taken out unwittingly, it may be eaten; but 
if it was taken out intentionally, it may not be eaten. 


In what case is this statement said? In a case where the produce is 
not in its original place, i.e. it is still beyond the Shabbat limit. But 
if it was returned and is now in its original place, even if it was re- 
turned intentionally, it may be eaten. And Rabbi Nehemya came 
to say: Even if the produce was returned and is now in its original 
place, a distinction applies. If it was returned unwittingly, yes, it is 
permitted; but if it was returned intentionally, it is not. 


PERSONALITIES 


The Sages of Neharde’a - ym): The Gemara states else- 
where that anonymous statements attributed to the Sages 
of Neharde’a refer to Rav Hama from Neharde’a, who served 
as the head of the yeshiva of Neharde’a for several years fol- 
lowing the passing of Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak. Apparently, 
Rav Hama was related to the house of the Exilarch, and for 
a time was his official scholar. It is also possible that he was 
the same Rav Hama who met with the king of Persia and 
discussed Torah matters with him. 


NOTES 


Produce that was taken out - %9% niva: Rashi and many 
other commentaries explain that this law only applies on a 
Festival, because then there is no prohibition against carry- 
ing from one domain to another, although the prohibition of 
imits applies. Therefore, it is permitted to carry the produce 
wo thousand cubits, as long as it remains within the limit. 
On Shabbat, however, if the produce is not situated in a 
private domain, it may not be carried more than four cubits. 
n contrast, the Ramban suggests possible cases where this 
aw could apply on Shabbat as well. 


HALAKHA 


Produce that was taken out beyond the Shabbat limit - 
mna yan ayw niva: If produce was unwittingly taken 

out beyond the Shabbat imit, one is permitted to eat it, but 
he may not carry it more than four cubits. If it was taken 

out intentionally, it is prohibited. However, the authorities 

disagree about this prohibition: Some authorities state that 
the rule applies to all people (Rosh; Tosafot), while other 
commentaries teach that it applies only to the one who 

took the produce beyond the limit (Mordekhai, citing Rabbi 

Meir of Rothenberg). If the produce was returned to its place, 
even intentionally, it may be eaten by anyone, even by the 

one who took it out. The halakha follows the anonymous first 
tanna since Rabbi Pappa decided in favor of his opinion (see 

Tosafot; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 405:9). 
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NOTES 
The proof for Rav Pappa’s opinion — now ania 
95 31: The Gemara establishes that there is a tannaitic 
precedent for Rav Pappa's opinion based on an unstated 
opinion of the first tanna, inferred from the statement 
cited from Rabbi Nehemya and Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov. 
The latter tannaim stipulate that only produce returned 
o its place unwittingly is permitted, while the first tanna 
does not address this case explicitly. However, once the 
atter tanna’im address this issue, the Gemara understands 
hat they must be responding to the opinion of the first 
tanna. It then analyzes his opinion and infers that he dis- 
putes the claim cited from Rabbi Nehemya and Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov, and rules that even if the produce 
was returned intentionally, it is permitted. This inferred 
opinion of the first tanna of the baraita corresponds with 
Rav Pappa's statement, validating his opinion (see Rashba). 


He may take two thousand medium strides — Pm 
Niniva niwo Day: This statement teaches, among 
other things, that one is permitted to count these two 
housand strides on Shabbat. Although one is not per- 
mitted to count or measure on Shabbat, measuring the 
wo thousand paces for the sake of a mitzva is permitted 
Ritva). Incidentally, this statement also teaches that a 
stride of one cubit is an appropriate step for Shabbat. A 
onger stride is regarded as a large step, which the Sages 
said should not be taken on Shabbat (Hagahot HaRosh). 


He may walk two thousand cubits — max madre sham: By 
Torah law, the entire area is regarded as a private domain 
and it is legally considered like four cubits, just like any 
other courtyard. Nevertheless, the Sages decreed that 
his is prohibited as a preventive measure (see Josafot). 


He may carry in the entire partitioned area — bybvn 
a73: This ruling refers to ownerless objects that are not 
imited by the place of residence of their owner. This is 
because an owner's Shabbat limit applies to his posses- 
sions as well. 


BACKGROUND 


If one established residence in a valley — nypaa naw: 
The image depicts a valley surrounded by a partition, in- 
cluding the area within which the person is permitted to 
walk, as he established his place of residence there. 


Shabbat limit for a valley surrounded by a partition 
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HALAKHA 


The Gemara rejects this explanation: No, this is not necessarily 
the case, as the baraita can also be explained as follows: If the produce 
was returned intentionally to its place, everyone agrees, i.e., both 
the first tanna and Rabbi Nehemya, that it is forbidden. However, 
here they disagree with regard to produce that was unwittingly 
taken out beyond the Shabbat limit and was not returned, so that it is 
not in its original place. The first tanna holds that if the produce was 
taken out unwittingly, it is permitted to be eaten, even if it is not in 
its original place. However, Rabbi Nehemya holds that even if the 
produce was taken out unwittingly, if it was returned to its original 
place, it is permitted; but if it was not returned to its original place, 
it is not permitted. 


The Gemara objects to this reading: However, since the latter clause 
of this baraita teaches that Rabbi Nehemya and Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya’akov say: Actually, carrying the produce beyond four cubits is 
prohibited, unless it was returned to its place unwittingly, and by 
inference, only if it was unwittingly returned is it indeed permitted; 
however, if it was returned intentionally, it is not permitted. And 
since Rabbi Nehemya maintains that produce that was intentionally 
returned to its place is forbidden, by inference, the first tanna holds 
that even if it was returned intentionally, it is also permitted. If 
so, the preceding explanation cannot be accepted, and the Gemara 
concludes: Indeed, learn from here that Rav Pappa’s opinion is 
supported by the opinion of the first tanna." 


Rav Nahman said that Shmuel said: If one was walking in a certain 
place and does not know where the Shabbat limit lies, he may take 
two thousand medium strides" in each direction from the spot he 
acquired as his place of residence, and this is the Shabbat limit, for a 
medium stride is approximately a cubit." 


And Rav Nahman also said that Shmuel said: If one established 
residence in a valley,’ and gentiles surrounded the entire area with 
a partition" for the purpose of residence on Shabbat, he may walk 
only two thousand cubits" in each direction, as he cannot rely on 
partitions that were not present when he acquired his place of resi- 
dence. However, he may carry in the entire partitioned area," as in 
any other private domain, even in the part that is beyond his two 
thousand cubits, but only by means of throwing, as he himself cannot 
accompany the object past two thousand cubits. 


Rav Huna said: He may walk two thousand cubits; however, even 
within this area he may carry objects only a distance of four cubits, 
as in a karmelit. The Gemara asks: And let him be permitted to carry 
in the entire partitioned area by means of throwing. Although he 
himself is limited in where he may walk, the partitions render it a 
private domain, and he should be permitted to carry in the entire area. 


The Gemara answers: The Sages prohibited this as a preventive 
measure, lest he be drawn after his object. It is prohibited for him 
to leave the two thousand cubit limit, but were he permitted to carry 
by means of throwing, he might follow his object and go out beyond 
his permitted limit. 


The Gemara asks: Within two thousand cubits, at any rate, let him 
carry the object in his usual manner. Since he may traverse this area, 
there should be no concern that he might come to be drawn after the 
object. 


Measuring the Shabbat limit - naw oma nt: If one is 
walking and does not know where the Shabbat limit i is, he 
may walk two thousand medium strides, each of which is ap- 
proximately two shoe lengths (Magen Avraham), as stated by 
Shmuel (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 397:2). 


If one established residence in a valley and gentiles sur- 
rounded it with a partition - AYN Da MPM APA Naw: 
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If one established his Shabbat residence in a field and then gen- 
tiles surrounded it with a partition on Shabbat for the purpose 
of residence (Rashi), he may only walk two thousand cubits 
from his place of residence within the enclosure. However, he 
may carry in the entire area by means of throwing. 

Some authorities rule stringently with regard to carrying 
within a Shabbat limit established in the valley. They hold that 
even in that area, he may throw but not carry (Rema, based 


on Tosafot; and others), since the concern of a partition that 
was breached in its entirety applies to Shmuel’s opinion as 
well (Vilna Gaon). However, other authorities permit him to 
carry within this limit in the usual manner (Rashi; Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan; Rosh; Tur). Most later commentaries were lenient 
in this regard, based on the principle that the halakha follows 
the lenient opinion with regard to eiruvin (Shulhan Arukh HaRav; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 403:1). 
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The Gemara answers that this is prohibited due to another aspect of 
the laws of eiruvin, namely because this is similar to the case of a 
partition that is breached in its entirety, leaving the space open to 
a place into which it is prohibited to carry. Since he may not carry 
more than two thousand cubits, and the enclosed area is larger than 
two thousand cubits, the area that is permitted to him is breached 
in its entirety, left open to an area that is prohibited to him. Conse- 
quently, carrying is prohibited in the entire area, even by means of 
throwing. 


However, Hiyya bar Rav said: In that case, he may walk two 
thousand cubits, and he may also carry objects within these 
two thousand cubits. The Gemara poses a question: In accordance 
with whose opinion did Hiyya bar Rav issue his ruling? It is neither 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Nahman, nor in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rav Huna," while this dispute would 
appear to leave no place for a third opinion. 


The Gemara answers: Read Hiyya bar Rav’s ruling as follows: He 
may carry objects only a distance of four cubits. The Gemara asks: 
If so, this is the same as the opinion of Rav Huna. The Gemara 
answers: Read it then as follows: And similarly, Rabbi Hiyya bar 
Rav said. 


Rav Nahman said to Rav Huna: Do not argue with the opinion of 
Shmuel as cited by Rav Nahman with regard to a field surrounded 
by a partition on Shabbat, as it was taught in a baraita in accor- 
dance with his opinion. As it was taught in a baraita: 


If a person was measuring" the two thousand cubits of his Shabbat 
limit from the spot where he deposited his eiruv, and his measuring 
ended in the middle of the city," he is permitted to carry through- 
out the city, provided that he does not overstep the limit by foot, 
i.e, that he does not walk beyond his permitted limit in the middle 
of the city. If he cannot walk about on foot, how can he carry 
throughout the city? Is it not by means of throwing? This presents 
a difficulty for Rav Huna, who prohibits carrying by means of 
throwing in a place where it is prohibited to walk. 


Rav Huna said: No, it means that he may carry in the city by means 
of pulling, i.e., he is permitted to pull objects from the other side of 
the city to the side where he is permitted to walk, for in this manner 
there is no concern that he might be drawn after the object, since 
he is bringing the object to him. 


Similarly, Rav Huna said: If a person was measuring the two thou- 
sand cubits of his Shabbat limit from the spot where he deposited 
his eiruv, and his measuring ended in the middle of a courtyard, 
he has only half the courtyard in which to walk. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: It is obvious that he is not permitted 
to walk beyond his Shabbat limit. The Gemara answers: Read Rav 
Huna’s statement as follows: He has half a courtyard, i.e., Rav Huna 
addresses a different aspect of the issue; namely, he permits carrying 
in half the courtyard. 


The Gemara asks: However, this too is obvious, for why should it 
be prohibited for him to carry in a private domain where he is per- 
mitted to walk? The Gemara answers: Lest you say that we should 
be concerned that if he is permitted to carry in half the courtyard, 
he might come to carry in the entire courtyard. Consequently, 
Rav Huna teaches us that this concern is not taken into account. 


NOTES 


Neither in accordance with Rav Nahman nor in accor- 
dance with Rav Huna - x37 273 N) yong a1 xa: If there 
is no decree against throwing due to a concern that one 
might carry, then throwing should be permitted in the entire 
field, in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel. On the 
other hand, if there is a decree against throwing, then it 
should apply even within the area of two thousand cubits, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna (Ritva). In the 
Jerusalem Talmud, the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya bar Rav re- 
mains an independent view, and is not aligned with the 
opinion of Rav Huna. 


NOTES 


If a person was measuring — x31 771: There are three pos- 
sible scenarios that can result from this measurement: If a 
person spent Shabbat within a partitioned enclosure, the 
entire area enclosed by the partitions is considered, for him, 
ike four cubits. Consequently, after one exits the enclosure, 
even if it is a large city, he may still walk another two thou- 
sand cubits. The second possibility is that the area enclosed 
by partitions is fully within a person's Shabbat limit. The 
hird option is a situation where the enclosure lay partially 
beyond his Shabbat limit. In that circumstance, he may not 
venture beyond his limit, even if it is located in the middle 
of a city or courtyard. 


HALAKHA =—W¥————__—_- 
His measuring ended in the middle of the city - inma andp 
‘py yma: If one’s Shabbat limit ends in the middle of a city, 
a courtyard, or a house, he may throw items throughout 
that space. This principle is in accordance with the opinion 
of Shmuel because he is considered a greater authority than 
Rav Huna, and because Rav Nahman also accepted Shmuel’s 
opinion (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 27:8). 
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NOTES 
His measuring ended at the edge of the roof -— nina 
mapa now by inm: Some commentaries explain this case 
differently, namely, that it refers to a situation where his 
measuring ended inside the house. In that case, one may 


carry throughout the entire house by means of throwing. 
Since the house is closed off on all sides by partitions, 


it is considered halakhically like four cubits (Rabbeinu 
Hananel). 
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Rav Nahman said: Rav Huna agrees with me that carrying is not 
prohibited in a comparable case, out of concern that the person be 
drawn after the object he is carrying: Ifa person was measuring the 
two thousand cubits of his Shabbat limit from the spot where he 
deposited his eiruv, and his measuring ended at the edge of the 
roof" of a house, most of which stood outside his Shabbat limit, he 
is permitted to carry throughout the house by means of throwing. 


What is the reason that Rav Huna agrees in this case? Because the 
edge of the roof of the house is regarded as if it presses down verti- 
cally at the end of his Shabbat limit, thus creating a partition, and 
so there is no concern that he might pass beyond this partition and 
be drawn after his object. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan, said: The dispute between Shmuel 
and Rav Huna is parallel to a dispute between tanna’im recorded 
in the mishna: If the gentiles brought him to a different city be- 
yond his Shabbat limit, or if they put him in a pen or a stable, the 
Sages disagree. Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya say: 
He may walk about the entire stable or pen. Since they are enclosed 
by a partition, their entire area is considered like only four cubits. 
Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi Akiva say: He has only four cubits 
from where he was deposited. 


Is it not the case that Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi Elazar ben 
Azarya, who said: He may walk about the entire area, do not 
prohibit walking in a pen or a stable due to walking in a field 
where one is limited to four cubits? Rather, they say that since the 
stable is surrounded by partitions, it is not similar to a field, in which 
a person may not leave his four cubits. 


And since they did not prohibit walking in a pen or a stable due 
to the limits imposed on walking in a field, they would certainly 
not prohibit carrying in a pen due to the limits imposed on walk- 
ing in a field. Rather, they would permit a person to carry ina field 
that had been enclosed on Shabbat by gentiles, and even to throw 
into the part lying beyond his two thousand cubits, parallel to the 
opinion of Shmuel who did not decree against this. 


And is it not the case that Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi Akiva, who 
say that he has only four cubits, prohibit walking in a pen or a 
stable due to the limits imposed on walking in a field? And since 
they prohibit walking ina pen or a stable due to the limits imposed 
on walking in a field, they would also prohibit carrying past the 
two thousand cubit limit by means of throwing due to the limits 
imposed on walking past there, in accordance with Rav Huna’s 
opinion. 


The Gemara rejects this comparison: From what do you infer that 
this is the case? Perhaps Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi Elazar ben 
Azarya did not prohibit walking in a pen or a stable due to the 
limits imposed on walking in a field, but this applies only there, 
because they are two distinct places. In other words, the pen and 
stable are enclosed by partitions, while the field is not, and there is 
no reason to prohibit walking in one place out of concern that one 
might come to act improperly in a different place. 


However, as for the prohibition of carrying due to the limits im- 
posed on walking, where it is all one place, might we also say that 
even Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya would decree 
against carrying as a preventive measure, lest the person be drawn 
after his object and come to walk in a place prohibited to him. 


The comparison can also be rejected from another angle: And with 
regard to Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi Akiva too, from what can it 
be inferred that they prohibit walking beyond four cubits due to a 
decree? Perhaps it is because they hold that when we say that the 
entire house is considered like four cubits, this applies only 
where one acquired his place of residence within the airspace of 
the partitions of the house while it was still day, i.e., prior to the 
onset of Shabbat. 
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However, where he did not acquire his place of residence with- 
in the airspace of the partitions of the house while it was still day, 
the house, and all the more so the stable or pen, is not considered 

as four cubits; rather, it is measured based on the actual number 
of cubits it contains. Based on this explanation, this ruling indi- 
cates nothing with regard to the issue of throwing beyond the 

two-thousand cubit limit. Consequently, the Gemara rejects the 

link between the dispute of the tanna’im in the mishna and that of 
Rav Nahman and Rav Huna. 


Rav said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rab- 
ban Gamliel with regard to a pen, a stable, and a boat." And 

Shmuel said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabban Gamliel with regard to a boat," but not with regard to 

a stable or a pen. 


The Gemara poses a question: At any rate, all agree, i.e., both Rav 
and Shmuel, that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabban Gamliel with regard to a boat. What is the reason that 
the halakha is different in this case than in the other cases? 


Rabba said: This is since he acquired his place of residence 
within the partitions of the boat while it was still day, in which 
case it is reasonable to say that the entire boat is considered as if it 
is only four cubits. 


Rabbi Zeira said: This is since the boat constantly moves the 
person out of his four cubits, lifting him" from the beginning of 
four cubits and placing him at the end of four cubits. Since in any 
case he cannot restrict himself to any particular four cubits, even 
if he wished to do so, it is reasonable to say that he is permitted to 
walk about the entire boat. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between these 
two explanations? The Gemara answers: There is a practical 
difference between them with regard to a case where the walls of 
the boat were breached, so that the person is no longer located 
between its partitions. Alternatively, there is a difference with 
regard to a case where the person jumped from one boat to an- 
other, so that he is no longer on the boat where he had acquired 
his place of residence. In both of these cases, Rabba’s reason no 
longer applies, but Rabbi Zeira’s reason does. 


The Gemara asks: As for Rabbi Zeira, what is the reason that 
he did not state his opinion in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabba, whose explanation is more straightforward? The Gemara 
answers: He could have said to you: The sides of a boat are not 
regarded as proper partitions, 


for they are only made to keep the water out; that is to say, a boat’s 
walls are not designed to turn it into a place of residence, but to 
protect it from the water. Therefore, they do not have the status of 
partitions made for the purpose of residence. 


The Gemara asks: As for Rabba, what is the reason he did not 
state his opinion in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Zeira? 
The Gemara answers: With regard to a boat that is moving, all 
agree, i.e., even Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi Akiva, that one is 
permitted to walk about the entire boat. They disagree only 
with regard to a boat that is stationary." Rabban Gamliel holds 
that the boat’s walls constitute effective partitions, whereas Rabbi 
Yehoshua disagrees. 


HALAKHA 

He established residence on a boat — 7»9ba Naw: One 
who establishes residence on a boat may walk throughout 
the entire boat. If the walls of the boat are breached while it 
is at sea, he may still walk throughout the entire boat. How- 
ever, if it has come to a stop, he may only walk four cubits 
(Hagahot HaRosh), in accordance with the opinion of Rabba, 
since the halakha accords with his opinion in disputes with 
Rabbi Zeira (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 405:7). 


NOTES 

The halakha is in accordance with Rabban Gamliel with 
regard to a boat - nyapa byg 22 xan: Proof for this 
opinion is offered in "the Jerusalem Talmud from the state- 
ment with regard to Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi Akiva that 
hey wished to be stringent upon themselves. This indicates 
hat even they agree that the halakha is in accordance with 
he opinion of Rabban Gamliel, but they maintain that it is 
best to be stringent. 


Since the boat lifts him - inpia TYDD Dyin: Rabbi Ye- 
hoshua and Rabbi Akiva do not accept Rabban Gamliel’s 
reasoning in this context because, although the boat moves 
from one set of four cubits to another, the passengers them- 
selves do not move on the boat. Therefore, the passengers 
do have a fixed, particular location that can be considered 
heir four cubits (Ritva). 


HALAKHA 

A boat that is moving and that is stationary - 729d 
ny) nbn: One may walk throughout a moving boat 
even if its gunwales have been breached. However, if the 
boat stopped moving after its gunwales were breached, 
one may only walk a distance of four cubits on it, as the ha- 
lakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabba. If there is 
an area in the middle of the boat that is ten handbreadths 
deep, or a place that could be hollowed out to be ten hand- 
breadths deep, that entire area is considered to be like four 
cubits (Rema; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 405:7). 
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— NOTES —HH—— 
Halakha...by inference that they disagreed - -an xaaba 
phot: Although the straightforward understanding of the 
mishna indicates that the tannaim disputed the matter, a 
closer reading reveals that this is not stated explicitly. There- 
fore, the dispute is limited to the case of a pen and a stable. 
However, Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi Akiva may have agreed 
with Rabban Gamliel with regard to a boat, but they wished 
to be stringent with themselves in order to emphasize the 
severity of the prohibition involved, because it is fitting for a 
distinguished person to be stringent (Maharsha). 


My father’s brother determined — sats my YID7: The Rif 
maintains that this halakhic determination is not to be ac- 
cepted for two main reasons. First, a halakhic ruling stated 
in a baraita or mishna is not automatically accepted. Conse- 
quently, any such statement is not binding. Second, Rabbi 
Yehoshua himself was a party to the dispute. Therefore, his 
determination of the dispute is not accepted, even if it differs 
from his own opinion. A compromise determination is only 
accepted as halakha if it was offered by a third party who 
had not been previously involved in the dispute. 


Where he advances by way of a leap — apopa MKDI: The 
commentaries offer a variety of explanations for the case de- 
scribed here. One explanation is that the person leapt more 
than ten handbreadths beyond the Shabbat limit, and since 
he left the limit in a permitted manner, he may continue as 
far as he wants (see Meiri). Several variant readings offer 
support for this explanation, as well as for the explanation 
that leaping refers to traveling by boat (see Ritva). 
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Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: The mishna is also precise in its 
implication that the tanna’im do not disagree with regard to a 
moving boat. The Gemara asks: From where is this implied? 
From that which is taught: There was an incident where all of 
these Sages were coming from Pelandarsin, and their boat set 
sail on the sea on Shabbat, taking them out beyond their Shabbat 
limit. Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya walked 
about the entire boat, while Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi Akiva 
did not move beyond four cubits, as they sought to be stringent 
with themselves. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak explains: Granted, if you say that they 
do not disagree with regard to a moving boat, that is why it is 
taught that they sought to be stringent with themselves, i.e., they 
wished to practice stringency although they were under no obliga- 
tion to do so, as they were concerned that perhaps the boat will 
stand, i.e., come toa stop. 


But if you say that they disagree even in the case of a boat that 
is moving, this phrase: Sought to be stringent, is problematic, 
for the mishna should not refer to a desire to be stringent, as 
according to their opinion it is an outright prohibition. 


With regard to the previous issue, Rav Ashi said: The mishna is 
also precise, implying this point in another manner as well, for it 
teaches the law governing a boat parallel to the law governing a 
pen and astable. Just as a pen and a stable are fixed in their place, 
so too, the mishna discusses a boat that is fixed in its place. 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: Rav and Shmuel both 
said that the halakha is in accordance with Rabban Gamliel with 
regard to a boat, and if they had to decide the halakha, then this 
proves by inference that the tanna’im disagreed" about the issue. 
This is difficult, as the words: They wished to be stringent upon 
themselves, imply that there was no fundamental dispute at all. 


Rav Ashi replied: Yes, the tanna’im do in fact disagree about a boat 
that is standing. When the mishna says that Rabbi Yehoshua and 
Rabbi Akiva wished to be stringent upon themselves, implying 
that there is no real dispute, it is referring to a boat that is in motion. 
And it was taught in a baraita: Hananya, son of Rabbi Yehoshua’s 
brother, says: All that day they spent on the boat, they sat and 
discussed the matter of halakha; and come evening my father’s 
brother, i.e., Rabbi Yehoshua, determined:" The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabban Gamliel with regard to 
a moving boat, i.e., one is permitted to walk about all of it. And 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva 
with regard to a pen and a stable, i.e., one may only walk four 
cubits in them, and the same applies to a stationary boat. 


Rav Hananya raised a dilemma: Does the prohibition of Shabbat 

limits apply above ten handbreadths from the ground, or perhaps 

does the prohibition of Shabbat limits not apply above ten hand- 
breadths? In other words, does the Shabbat limit apply only close 

to the ground, in which case walking more than ten handbreadths 

above the ground, would be permitted? 


The Gemara clarifies the case in which this dilemma arises: With 
regard to a post ten handbreadths high and four handbreadths 
wide, partly within the limit and partly outside of it, this case 
should not be a dilemma for you. Such a stable post is like solid 
ground, although it differs from the surrounding area in height; 
therefore, it is prohibited to walk from the part within the limit to 
the part outside of it. 


The case where there should be a dilemma for you is that of a 
post ten handbreadths high but not four handbreadths wide, or 
the like. Alternatively, the case is one where he advances by way 
of a leap" in the air above ten handbreadths from the ground. 
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The Gemara presents another version of the previous dilemma: What 
is the halakha with regard to a boat sailing on the surface of the water 
more than ten handbreadths from the sea or river bed? Does the prohi- 
bition of Shabbat limits apply or not? 


Rav Hoshaya said: Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from 
what was taught in the mishna: It once happened that all of these Sages 
were coming from Pelandarsin, and their boat set sail on the sea, etc. 
Granted, if you say that the prohibition of Shabbat limits applies above 
ten handbreadths, this is why Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi Akiva sought 
to be stringent. However, if you say that the prohibition of Shabbat 
limits does not apply above ten handbreadths, why did they seek to be 
stringent? 


The Gemara answers: It may be suggested as Rava said with regard to 
a parallel case, establishing that case as one where the boat was moving 
through shallow, swampy water;" here, too, we are dealing with a case 
where the boat was moving through shallow, swampy water, within 
ten handbreadths of the sea’s bed, so that the prohibition of Shabbat 
limits certainly applies. 


The Gemara cites another proof. Come and hear a resolution from the 
mishna: On one occasion ona Shabbat eve, they did not enter the port 
until after nightfall, etc. Granted, if you say that the prohibition of 
Shabbat limits applies above ten handbreadths, it was well that they 
asked whether or not they may disembark. However, if you say that the 
prohibition of Shabbat limits does not apply above ten handbreadths, 
even if Rabban Gamliel had told them: We were not within the city’s 
limit before nightfall, what difference would it have made? They could 
have alighted from the boat, for the boat was above ten handbreadths, 
where the prohibition of Shabbat limits does not apply. 


The Gemara answers that Rava said: The mishna refers to a case where 
the boat was moving through shallow, swampy water within ten hand- 
breadths of the sea’s bed. 


The Gemara cites another proof: Come and hear a resolution from the 
incident involving the seven teachings" that were first said on Shabbat 
morning before Rav Hisda in Sura and then repeated toward the 
conclusion of that Shabbat before Rava in Pumbedita,® despite the 
fact that the distance between them is too great for someone to have 
traversed it on Shabbat. 


Who said those teachings, and delivered them from one place to the 
other? Was it not Elijah the Prophet, who traveled from Sura to 
Pumbedita by way of a miraculous leap through the air above ten hand- 
breadths from the ground, who said them?" Apparently, the prohibi- 
tion of Shabbat limits does not apply above ten handbreadths, for 
Elijah would not have transgressed this prohibition. The Gemara rejects 
this argument: This is no proof; perhaps Yosef the demon," who does 
not observe Shabbat, reported these teachings and brought them from 
Sura to Pumbedita. 


The Gemara attempts to bring a different proof: Come and hear that 
which was taught in a baraita: With regard to one who said: I will bea 
nazirite on the day that the son of David comes, i.e., upon the arrival 
of the Messiah, he is permitted to drink wine on Shabbat and Festivals, 
for the Messiah will not arrive on one of those days. 


NOTES 
kilometers by direct flight, it appears that the Gemara is indeed 


HALAKHA 
A boat in swampy water - pp 7°90: A boat that 
is ten handbreadths above the bed of a river or the 
sea is not subject to the restrictions of Shabbat limits. 
One who is on such a boat on Shabbat may walk 
about the entire boat, even if it sails beyond the 
Shabbat limit (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 404.1). 


BACKGROUND 
Sura and Pumbedita - x71319) ND: This map 
depicts the great distance between Sura and 
Pumbedita. Even via a direct aerial route, they are 
more than one hundred kilometers apart, a distance 
that a person cannot possibly walk in a single day. 


Map of Sura and Pumbedita region 


Seven teachings — xnyaw aw: The author of the Meiri claims that 
these seven teachings are identical to the seven teachings men- 
tioned in tractate Hullin (42b), all of which refer to the halakhot of 
animals with conditions that will cause them to die within twelve 
months [tereifot]. 


Was it not Elijah who said them — wway ang wh: The author 
of the Meiri suggests that the Gemara is not referring here to Elijah 
the Prophet. Rather, it means that the person who taught these 
statements traveled quickly. He is referred to as Elijah due to the 
alacrity with which he performed his mission. The difficulty is that 
he traveled more than the length of two Shabbat limits, which 
could only take place above ten handbreadths. However, since 
the distance between Sura and Pumbedita is roughly one hundred 


referring here to the Elijah the Prophet, who must have traveled 
by miraculous means. 


Yosef the demon — xPw gpi’: Yosef the demon and Yonatan the 
demon feature in another talmudic source as well. It is unclear in 
that context whether the reference is to the name of a demon or 
to a person who dealt with demons. Some commentaries explain 
that Yosef the demon did not transfer the teachings by actually 
traveling from one place to another. Rather, he possessed an ap- 
paratus that enabled him to transfer the information. Consequently, 
no proof can be brought from this case with regard to Shabbat 
limits (Or Zarua). 
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HALAKHA 


Shabbat limits above ten hand- 
breadths - mwya mbvab pann: The 
question of whether or not the prohibi- 
ion of Shabbat limits applies above ten 
handbreadths is left unresolved by the 
Gemara. Consequently, anywhere that 
he prohibition is at most rabbinic, i.e., on 
he sea, on a river, or less than twelve mil 
rom the location where one established 
Shabbat residence, the prohibition of 
Shabbat limits does not apply above ten 
handbreadths. Anywhere that the pro- 
hibition might be a Torah law, i.e., more 
han twelve mil from the location where 
one established Shabbat residence, one 
should be stringent (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 404). 


A nazirite at the time of the coming of 
the Messiah - man nwa nya ma: If 
one took a vow to be a nazirite at the time 
of the coming of the Messiah on a week- 
day, the vow of naziriteship takes effect 
immediately and applies to him forever. If 
he took the vow on a Shabbat or a Festival, 
he only becomes a nazirite from the fol- 
lowing day (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 4:11). 


NOTES 


Can Shabbat come and annul it — x» 
a xypor xnav: Although Rashi ex- 
plains. this discussion differently, most 
early commentaries agree that the pas- 
sage should be understood in accordance 
with the regular halakhot of naziriteship. 
Since naziriteship cannot take effect for 
just one day, and one who vows to be a 
nazirite without specifying the duration 
assumes nazirite obligations for a mini- 
mum of thirty days, it is impossible for 
Shabbat to release a person from a vow 
of being a nazirite. Tosafot offer a differ- 
ent reason: The person vowed on a day 
when the Messiah could possibly arrive, 
in which case his nazirteship would take 
effect on that day. Consequently, when 
Shabbat arrives, even though it is a day on 
which the Messiah cannot arrive, it cannot 
retroactively nullify the effect of his pos- 
sibly becoming a nazirite. 


On one occasion, they did not enter 
the port — baz) 0333 x5 ny oe: In the 
Jerusalem Talmud the following question 
is raised: According to Rabban Gamliel, 
why was it critical that they arrived before 
nightfall? Even if they entered the port af- 
er nightfall, they should still be permitted 
o walk two thousand cubits from it, like 
one who entered a pen or a stable. The 
answer is that the port in question was not 
surrounded by walls. In the Babylonian 
Talmud this issue is not discussed, appar- 
ently because the Gemara maintains that 
Rabban Gamliel measured the distance 
not for his own sake, but to assist his 
colleagues, Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi 
Akiva, who would disembark only if they 
had arrived within the city limits before 
Shabbat (Rashba; Ritva). 
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However, he is prohibited to drink wine on all weekdays, in case the Messiah 
has come and he has not yet been informed. 


The Gemara clarifies: Granted, if you say that the prohibition of Shabbat limits 
applies above ten handbreadths, that is why on Shabbat and Festivals he is 
permitted to drink wine, for the Messiah will certainly not arrive from outside 
the Shabbat limit on those days. But if you say that the prohibition of Shabbat 
limits does not apply above ten handbreadths, why is he permitted to drink 
wine on Shabbat and Festivals? 


The Gemara answers: It is different there, as the verse stated: “Behold I will 
send you Elijah the prophet, before the coming of the great and dreadful day 
of the Lord; and he shall turn the heart of the fathers to the children, and the 
heart of the children to their fathers” (Malachi 3:23-24). This verse teaches that 
Elijah will arrive the day before the coming of the Messiah. Since Elijah did not 
come the previous day, the Messiah will not come today, and therefore he may 


drink. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: If so, on weekdays, too, he should be 
permitted to drink wine each and every day, as Elijah did not arrive the 
previous day. Rather, the reason for the prohibition on weekdays must be that 
we say that Elijah may already have arrived at the Great Court, but it has not 
yet become a matter of public knowledge. Likewise, here too we should say 
that Elijah already arrived the previous day at the Great Court, on the eve of 
Shabbat or a Festival. 


The Gemara answers: It has already been promised to the Jewish people that 
Elijah will not come either on the eve of Shabbat or on the eve of a Festival, 
due to the trouble, lest people go out to greet him and not have time to complete 
all their preparations for the sacred day. 


The Gemara comments: It might enter your mind to say that since Elijah will 
not come on Shabbat eve due to the trouble involved, the Messiah will also 
not come then, and if so, on Shabbat eve he should also be permitted to drink 
wine. However, this reasoning is rejected: It is only Elijah who will not arrive 
on Shabbat eve, but the Messiah himself may arrive, for once the Messiah 
comes, all the nations will be subservient to the Jewish people, and they will 
help them prepare whatever is needed for Shabbat. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: He should be permitted to drink wine on a 
Sunday, for if Elijah cannot come on Shabbat, the Messiah will not come on a 
Sunday. Let us resolve from here that the prohibition of Shabbat limits does 
not apply above ten handbreadths, as if the prohibition of Shabbat limits ap- 
plies above ten handbreadths, on Sunday he should be permitted to drink wine, 
as Elijah cannot come on Shabbat. 


The Gemara answers: This tanna was uncertain whether there is a prohibition 
of Shabbat limits above ten handbreadths" or there is no prohibition of Shabbat 
limits. Therefore, he ruled stringently in this regard concerning Sunday. 


The Gemara poses a question: When did the person who took the vow of na- 
ziriteship arise and take his vow? If you say he arose and took his vow on a 
weekday, since the vow of naziriteship already took effect, how can Shabbat 
come and annul it?" Naziriteship cannot take effect one day and be annulled 
on the next; rather, once it applies, it remains in effect for the entire period of 
his vow. 


Rather, it must be that he arose on Shabbat and took his vow, or else he arose 

ona Festival and took his vow, and it is only on that day that he is permitted 

to drink wine, as the Messiah will not come; but from that day on he is pro- 
hibited to drink wine, for once the naziriteship takes effect on a weekday, it 
remains in effect from that point onwards, even on Shabbat and Festivals." 


It was taught in the mishna: On one occasion, they did not enter the port" 
until after nightfall on Shabbat eve, and they asked Rabban Gamliel whether 
they were permitted to alight from the boat. He told them that they were permit- 
ted to alight, for he had been watching, and he knew that they had entered 
within the city’s limit before nightfall, and therefore they may walk throughout 
the city. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


mv bros yard 1 anes maia xan 
mae Twa TAK Osby ma ADN DAN 
D2 Day 


motay WIN KA bv ipniy TA y PYTYN 
to3 bw ipay maa ym 7a wean 


inpip Tiin pt bw inaia maa ppd nyi 
bpa by maa Mad ym AnDIp byy aby 


yen - ap bya ayia awn xdy aris 
iby eae Tmo niyy parca mp 
aay mawn aby weve mui 


xnyaw PAIPA eden art Ana MAMI 
ab xn 37 a) yo nnb yan 7 pon 
ava ny yada man ym 


ba ona bw nenn > nwy tb vox 


DEY MITT PNN PAY? IB p 31 DP 


1a pa 37 PY YaN JAN 277 MAP NT 


ANTE 317 PI NIYIN KPINA NIT PTY 


TO evan KP poy yaa DTA KDY 
bybns ESE Knn 


In order to clarify this issue, the Gemara cites that which was 
taught in a baraita: Rabban Gamliel had a special tube? 
through which he would look and see a distance of two thou- 
sand cubits on land, and also determine a corresponding 
distance of two thousand cubits at sea. 


In general, one who wishes to know the depth of a valley" 
can bring such a tube and look through it, and he will know 
the depth of the valley. 


The Gemara cites another statement with regard to measure- 
ments: One who wishes to know the height of a palm tree, 
but does not want to actually climb the tree to measure it, can 
measure his own height, and the length of his own shadow, 
and the length of the shadow of the height of the palm tree, 
and calculate the proportions, and he will know the height of 
the palm tree.’ 


The Gemara cites related advice: If, out of honor for the dead, 
one wishes that a wild beast should not rest in the shade of 
a grave, he should insert a reed into the ground at the end of 
the fourth hour of the day, roughly ten o'clock in the morning, 
when it is hot in the sun and cooler in the shade, and beasts 
begin to seek shelter in the shade. And he should observe in 
which direction the shadow of the reed inclines, and then 
slant the gravestone upwards and downwards until he finds 
an angle at which it casts no shadow at that hour, and the beasts 
will not come to rest at the grave during the heat of the day. 


The Gemara relates that Nehemya, son of Rav Hanilai, was 
once so engrossed in his learning that he did not notice that 
he was going out beyond his Shabbat limit. Rav Hisda said 
to Rav Nahman: Your student Nehemya is in distress, as he 
is outside the Shabbat limit and cannot enter. What can we do 
for him? 


Rav Nahman said to him: Establish a human partition for 
him,™ i.e., people who are permitted to go out there should 
line up and form human walls, through which he is permitted 
to walk and thereby reenter the Shabbat limit. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak sat behind Rava, and Rava sat 
in the first row before Rav Nahman. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak 
said to Rava: What precisely was Rav Hisda’s dilemma 
that he addressed to Rav Nahman with regard to Nehemya’s 
distress? 


The Gemara explains: If you say that we are dealing with a 
case where the space between Nehemya and the Shabbat 
limit could be filled with people who had established an eiruv 
and were permitted to go out beyond the Shabbat limit and 
establish a human partition for Nehemya, and then it can be 
argued that the dilemma that he raised was: Is the halakha in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabban Gamliel that a person 
may walk throughout an enclosed area, although he had not 
established residence there before Shabbat while it was still 
day, and the same applies to a human partition of this kind; 


One who wishes to know the depth of a valley — yp ayia 
NB hw ipay mmaa: This statement is cited only incidentally. Since 
reference was made to Rabban Gamliel’s special tube and its 
capabilities, the Gemara also mentions other ways that such a 
tube can be used for measurement, as well as other simple meth- 
ods for calculating indirectly, i.e., without actually measuring the 


distances (Meiri). 


NOTES 
A human partition - o1% 23 by myn: Rashi teaches that 
this partition was formed by ‘people who had established a 
joining of boundaries [eiruv], allowing them to go out beyond 
the Shabbat limit. However, it is possible to explain that the parti- 
tion was made by gentiles, who are not bound by the restrictions 
of Shabbat limits, and who can also form a partition in this manner 
(Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


BACKGROUND 

Rabban Gamliel’s tube — Sy*bns ya bw mpipw: 
According to the geonim and the Rambam, Rabban 
Gamliel’s tube refers to a geometrical measuring 
implement. It was a kind of precise protractor, similar 
to those used for astronomical measurements, i.e., a 
type of sextant, the early form of which was known 
as an astrolabe. By using it to find the angle between 
two surfaces, one can calculate angles with great 
precision, as well as perform reliable approximations 
of distances. In fact, a similar surveying implement is 
used even nowadays for most measurements required 
for mapping. 


Sketch of a tube similar to the one used by Rabban Gamliel 


A palm tree and its shadow — yy bpr: The height of a 
palm tree can easily be measured by first determining 
the ratio between the height of a reed to the length of 
its shadow. Then, the shadow of the palm is measured, 
and its height can be calculated proportionally. 


Reed, palm tree, and their respective shadows 


HALAKHA 
A human partition - DIK 24 by TWT: If someone 
unknowingly overstepped his Shabbat limit, it is per- 
mitted to line up a row of people who are allowed to 
walk there to serve as a partition, thereby allowing him 
to reenter his limit, as stated by Rav Nahman (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 405:4). 


39911 p: PEREKIV:43B 227 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek IV 
Dafa4 Amuda 


NOTES 
Is the halakha not in accordance with the opinion of 


Rabbi Eliezer - x ix qw 2 n: The early com- 


mentaries note that the ruling that one can establish a 
human partition is justified only if one accepts the opinion 
of Rabban Gamliel on one issue as well as the opinion 
of Rabbi Eliezer on another. Namely, one must accept 
Rabban Gamliel’s opinion with regard to one who spent 


Shabbat in a stable or a pen as well as Rabbi Eliezer's opin- 


ion with regard to incorporated boundaries (see Tosafot 
and Rashba). 


Contradict one another — ‘777% "wp: Some commen- 


taries explain this as a continuation of Rava’s own words, 
i.e., he adds: Since these two baraitot appear to contradict 
each other, it is evident that this matter is subject to a 
dispute between the tannaiim (Ritva). 


A window shutter — bnn ppa: According to Rava's first 
explanation, the mishna about a window shutter proves 
that, according to the opinion of the Rabbis, it is permitted 
to construct a temporary tent for the first time on Shabbat. 
Since an unattached shutter is comparable to a wall and 
the Rabbis permitted the shutter’s use on Shabbat, this 
teaches that they permitted the construction of a similar 
wall on Shabbat. 


HALAKHA 
A person as the wall of a sukka - mph 12173 OTK: A 
human being can serve as the wall of a sukka. If it is a 
Festival day, the person in question must not know that 
he is serving as a wall, since that would constitute a kind of 
permanent construction, which is prohibited on a Festival 
(Taz; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 630712). 
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or is the halakha not in accordance with the opinion of Rabban 
Gamliel? Or perhaps we are dealing with a case where the space 
between Nehemya and the Shabbat limit could not be filled with 
people who had established an eiruv and were permitted to establish 
a human partition for Nehemya. In that case, there were enough 
people to establish partitions from where Nehemya was standing 
to within two cubits from the limit, and the dilemma that Rav Hisda 
raised was: Is the halakha in accordance with the opinion of Rab- 
bi Eliezer, who says that someone who went two cubits outside of 
his Shabbat limit may reenter it, or is the halakha not in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer?" 


The Gemara answers: This is obvious that we are dealing with a 

case where the space between Nehemya and the Shabbat limit could 

not be filled with people, as if it should enter your mind that we 

are dealing with a case where the space between Nehemya and the 

Shabbat limit could be fully filled with people, what is Rav Hisda’s 

dilemma? Didn’t Rav say: The halakha is in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabban Gamliel with regard to a pen, a stable, and a 

boat? Rather, we must be dealing with a case where the space be- 
tween Nehemya and the Shabbat limit could not be filled with 

people, and the dilemma that he raised was about the ruling of 
Rabbi Eliezer. 


The Gemara comments: This interpretation is also precise and 
implicit in Rav Nahman’s answer, for Rav Nahman said to Rav 
Hisda: Establish a human partition for him, and let him reenter his 
Shabbat limit. Doesn’t the statement: Let him reenter, mean that 
he may reenter even without a partition along those two addi- 
tional two cubits, i.e., that after he passes through the human parti- 
tions, he would still need to cross the remaining two cubits on his 
own without the benefit of a partition? 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak raised an objection to the opinion of 
Rava with regard to the principle of making a human partition on 
Shabbat, from a baraita: If the wall of a sukka fell on a Festival or 
on Shabbat, thus rendering the sukka unfit for the mitzva, one may 
not position people, animals or utensils there in its place in order 
to form a wall, nor may one turn a bed upright in order to spread 
a sheet over it, which will thereby serve as a partition, because one 
may not make a temporary tent for the first time on a Festival, 
and, needless to say, this is prohibited on Shabbat. This indicates 
that a human partition may not be erected on Shabbat. 


Rava said to him: You state to me that this is prohibited from this 
baraita, but I can state to you that it is permitted from this other 
baraita: A person may position his fellow as a wall," so that he 
may eat, drink, and sleep in a sukka, and he is likewise permitted 
to turn a bed upright in order to spread a sheet over it, so that the 
sun should not beat down ona corpse, or on food. 


The Gemara comments: If so, these two baraitot contradict one 
another." The Gemara answers: This is not difficult; this baraita 
that teaches that it is prohibited reflects the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer, whereas this other baraita that teaches that it is permitted 
reflects the opinion of the Rabbis. As we learned in a mishna: With 
regard to a window shutter" that is not fixed to the wall with hinges, 
Rabbi Eliezer says: If it is tied to the wall and hangs from the 
window, one may shut the window with it; but ifnot, one may not 
shut the window with it, since one may not erect a tent, even a 
temporary one, on Shabbat. But the Rabbis say: In either case, one 
may shut the window with it. This indicates that the Rabbis permit 
constructing a temporary wall of this sort on Shabbat, and they also 
permit the construction of a temporary wall in the case of a sukka. 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: But wasn’t it stated with regard to 

this dispute: Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: 
All agree that one may not make a temporary tent" for the first 

time ona Festival, and, needless to say, this is prohibited on Shab- 
bat. The Rabbis and Rabbi Eliezer disagree only with regard to 

adding a temporary tent to a permanent structure, as in the case of 
a window shutter. As Rabbi Eliezer says: One may not add a tem- 
porary tent to a permanent structure even on a Festival; and, need- 
less to say, this is prohibited on Shabbat. And the Rabbis say: One 

may add a temporary tent to a permanent structure on Shabbat, 
and needless to say, this is permitted on a Festival. This indicates 

that there is no opinion that grants license to construct a temporary 
wall for the first time. 


Rather, the Gemara resolves the contradiction differently: This is 
not difficult, as this baraita that permits the positioning of an ani- 
mal or a person as a wall was taught in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Meir, and this baraita that prohibits it was taught in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. As it was taught in a 
baraita: With regard to one who positions an animal to serve as 
the wall ofa sukka,” Rabbi Meir deems it unfit, out of concern that 
the animal might leave, whereas Rabbi Yehuda deems it fit. 


Rabbi Meir, who deems the wall unfit there, with regard to a sukka, 
apparently holds that a partition established from a living creature 
is not a partition and he would here, in the case of Shabbat, rule 
that it is permitted to construct such a wall, as he is not doing 
anything, since it is not considered actual construction. 


However, Rabbi Yehuda, who deems the wall to be fit there, with 
regard to a sukka, apparently holds that it is a proper partition; and 
he would here, in the case of Shabbat, prohibit the construction of 
such a partition. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: And how can you understand it in 
that manner? Say that you heard that Rabbi Meir deemed the 
sukka to be unfit in the case where an animal was used to serve as 
a partition, but did you hear that he deemed the sukka to be simi- 
larly unfit if a person or utensils were used as walls? The reason that 
an animal may not be used as a partition, according to his opinion, 
is because it might leave. This concern does not apply to people or 
utensils, since a person is under his own control and can remain 
standing, and utensils do not move themselves. Since the baraita 
validates partitions established with people and utensils as well as 
animals, it cannot be based on the opinion of Rabbi Meir. 


And furthermore, even if you do not differentiate as above, and 
instead assume that the consideration that the animal might leave 
is pertinent, according to whose opinion does Rabbi Meir state his 
opinion" with regard to constructing a temporary tent on Shabbat? 
If it is according to the opinion of his teacher Rabbi Eliezer, this is 
difficult, as he even prohibited adding a window shutter, i.e., a 
temporary tent, to a permanent structure. 


Rather, you must say that he stated his opinion in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis. However, even according to their opin- 
ion, say that the Rabbis only said that one is permitted to add a 
temporary tent to a permanent structure; but did they say that it is 
permitted to construct a partition or a tent for the first time? 


Rather, say that both this baraita and that baraita follow the opin- 
ion of the Rabbis, and this is the resolution of the various contradic- 
tions: With regard to the contradiction between the one ruling 
concerning utensils and the other ruling concerning utensils, this 
is not difficult, as this ruling that prohibits the construction of an 
additional wall refers to the third wall of a sukka, which renders it 
fit for the mitzva; whereas this other ruling that permits the con- 
struction of an additional wall refers to the fourth wall of a sukka," 
which is insignificant, as a sukka need not have four walls. 


HALAKHA 


A temporary tent - XW batts: One may not erect 
a temporary tent on Shabbat or a Festival, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. However, 
one is permitted to add to a temporary tent and 
expand it, if it was already partly constructed and 
was at least a handbreadth wide the day before, in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 315:1). 


An animal as the wall of a sukka - mah pitna: 
One is permitted to utilize an animal as the wall of 
a sukka, but only if it is tied so that it will not leave, 
and provided it will not shrink if it dies, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 630:1). 


The fourth wall of a sukka - nawa nway Jatt: A 
fourth wall of a sukka, or other ‘Walls that are not 
fixed permanently in place or do not serve to deem 
a sukka fit, may be erected in a temporary manner on 
a Shabbat or a Festival. In addition, it is permitted to 
instruct a person to stand in a position where he will 
serve as a wall that does not make the structure fit for 
a sukka or some other purpose, even if he knows that 
he is serving as a wall (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
315:1 and 630:12, in the comment of the Rema). 


NOTES 


According to whose opinion does Rabbi Meir state 
his opinion — (x21 xpd VRA: This question is 
not generally asked with regard to the opinion of a 
tanna, as later tanna’im have the authority to dispute 
earlier tannaiim. Indeed, the question in this context 
does not concern his position vis-a-vis the opinion 
of a particular Sage. Rather, the question relates to 
his opinion on the issue of constructing a temporary 
wall on Shabbat. Since this question is a matter of 
dispute among tannaiim, the Gemara formulates 
the question so as to clarify which of these opinions 
Rabbi Meir accepts. 
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NOTES 

Knowingly and unknowingly - ny xu) ny: 
There are different explanations as to why a human 
partition cannot be established on Shabbat with the 
knowledge of the participants. Some commentaries 
explain that a person who knows that he is being used 
as a partition attains the status of a permanent partition. 
Only a person who becomes a partition without intend- 
ing to do so is considered to be a temporary structure 
(see Rashi and Rashba). Other authorities explain that 
he prohibition does not stem from the construction 
of a partition; rather, it is a desecration of the honor of 
Shabbat. If a person knowingly becomes a partition, 
hen the public interprets this as a desecration of Shab- 
bat. Consequently, it is prohibited (Meiri). 


The flasks of Mehoza — stint": The commentaries 
discuss the question of whether the flasks belonged 
o Rava, linking this question to a dispute with regard 
o the requirement that people establishing a parti- 
ion do so unknowingly. Some authorities rule that the 
requirement that people who establish a partition be 
involved unknowingly only applies to the people who 
establish the partition, while others rule that the per- 
son who would derive benefit from the partition also 
needs to be unaware of its establishment. According to 
the latter approach, it is necessary to explain that Rav 
Nehemya, the son of Rav Hanilai, was also unaware 
that the human partition was established for his sake 
(Maggid Mishne). 


LANGUAGE 
Market [ristaka] — xpp: This word is derived from 
Iranian and is related to the Middle Persian rastag, 
meaning a row of shops, and the New Persian rustaq, 
meaning market. 


Fodder [aspasta] — %mDSDK: From the Middle Persian 
aspast, which is derived from the Old Persian words asp, 
meaning horse, and asti, meaning fodder. 


HALAKHA 


A human partition — DIK 24 by myn: It is only per- 
mitted to establish a human partition if the people 
involved are unknowingly used as a partition. If they 
know, or are likely to know, it is prohibited. This prin- 
ciple applies to Shabbat. On weekdays, with regard to 
other halakhot that require a partition, it is permitted 
to establish a human partition with the knowledge of 
the participants. Some authorities rule that not only 
must the people who form the partition be involved 
unknowingly, but the one who benefits from it must 
also be involved unknowingly (Rambam). Furthermore, 
one may not make use of the same people to create 
a human partition a second time, as by the second 
time they presumably know that they are involved. In 
addition, they may not be lined up in a row, for then 
they would certainly understand what is happening 
(Shulhan Arukh HaRav; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
362:5, 7 and 630712). 
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This interpretation is also precise in the wording of the baraita, as the 
baraita that prohibits the construction of an additional wall uses the 
following phrase: If its wall fell. This indicates a wall that is significant, 
i.e., a wall that renders it fit for use, rather than any wall, as stated in the 
baraita that permits it. The Gemara concludes: Learn from this that the 
correct resolution is to differentiate between the third and fourth wall 
of a sukka. 


However, with regard to the contradiction between the one ruling 
concerning a person and the other ruling concerning a person, it is 
difficult, for one baraita states that one may not use a person as the wall 
of a sukka, while the other says that one may use a person as a wall and 
even states explicitly that he may do this: So that he may eat, drink and 
sleep in the sukka. That implies that this is permitted even if it is the 
third wall that is missing. 


The Gemara answers: With regard to the contradiction between the one 
ruling concerning a person and the other ruling concerning a person, 
it is also not difficult. Here, where it is prohibited, the baraita refers to 
a case where that person knowingly served as a partition; whereas here, 
where it is permitted, it refers to a case where that person unknowingly” 
served as a partition, which is not the usual manner of building. This is 
not the case with regard to utilizing a utensil as a partition. Since the 
utensil lacks knowledge, it is considered a partition regardless of how it 
is placed, and it is prohibited in all cases. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: However, the case involving Rabbi 
Nehemya, son of Rabbi Hanilai, was a case where people knowingly 
served as a partition, as the people were instructed to go out and serve 
as a human partition. The Gemara answers: In fact, that was a case 
where people unknowingly served as a partition, i.e., they were unaware 
why they were called, and were made into a partition without their 
knowledge. 


The Gemara asks: However, Rav Hisda, who gathered the people to that 
spot, was in any case present knowingly. The Gemara answers: While 
Rav Hisda was there knowingly, he was not among the designated 
people who served as a partition. 


The Gemara relates that there were these members of a wedding party 
who engaged the many people present to bring water in on Shabbat 
from a public domain to a private domain through walls comprised of 
people who knew that they were being used as partitions for that pur- 
pose. Shmuel instructed that they should be flogged. He said with 
regard to this matter: If the Sages said that a partition is effective when 
the people act unknowingly, does this mean that they would also say 
that this is permitted ab initio when they knowingly serve as a partition? 


The Gemara relates that there were once these flasks lying in the mar- 
ket [ristaka]' of Mehoza on Shabbat and could not be moved. When 
Rava was coming from his discourse accompanied by a throng of 
people, his attendants brought the flasks into his house, as the crowd 
of people created human partitions, upon which the attendants capital- 
ized for this purpose. On another Shabbat they wanted to bring them 
in again, but Rava prohibited them from doing so, reasoning: This is 
like the case where the people knowingly served as partitions, for 
presumably the people now knew that they were being used for this 
purpose, and it is therefore prohibited." 


The Gemara further relates that Levi was brought straw through human 
partitions comprised of people who were unknowingly used for this 
purpose, and in the same manner Ze’eiri was brought fodder [aspasta],! 
and Rav Shimi bar Hiyya was brought water." 
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MI S H N A With regard to one who was permitted 

to leave his Shabbat limit," i.e., he went 
out to testify that he had seen the new moon or for some life- 
saving purpose, and they said to him along the way: The action 
has already been performed, and there is no need for you to 
travel for that purpose, he has two thousand cubits in each 
direction from the location where he was standing when this 
was told to him. 


If he was within his original limit, it is considered as if he had 
not left his limit, and he may return to his original location. The 
Sages formulated a principle: All who go out to battle and save 
lives may return to their original locations on Shabbat. 


G EMARA The Gemara asks: What is the meaning 


of the statement: If he was within his 
original limit, it is considered as if he had never left? Given that 
he has not left his original boundary, it is clear that he remains 
within his original limit. Rabba said: The mishna is saying as 
follows: If he was within his original limit, it is considered as 
if he had never left his house. He is allowed to walk two thou- 
sand cubits in each direction from his house. 


The Gemara asks: It is obvious that if he remained within his 
limit, he is considered as if he were in his house. Why is this 
statement necessary? The Gemara answers: Lest you say that, 
since he moved from his place with intention to leave his limit 
and go elsewhere, he moved and nullified his original place of 
residence. If so, his original place of residence would no longer 
determine his Shabbat limit, and instead he would have two 
thousand cubits in each direction from the location where he 
was standing when he was told that he need not travel. Therefore, 
the mishna teaches us that it is nonetheless considered as if he 
had never left his house. 


Rav Shimi bar Hiyya said that the mishna is saying as follows: 
If he left his original Shabbat limit, but the new limit of two 
thousand cubits in each direction that the Sages granted him 
is subsumed within his original limit, so that if he walks those 
two thousand cubits, he can return to within his original limit, 
then it is as if he had never left his original limit, and he may 
return to his house. 


The Gemara comments: With regard to what principle do 
Rabba and Rav Shimi bar Hiyya disagree? One Sage, Rav Shimi, 
holds that the subsuming of Shabbat limits, i.e., if one’s original 
limit is subsumed within the new limit, one may pass from one 
to the other, is something significant and may be relied upon, 
whereas this Sage, Rabba, holds that it is nothing significant 
and cannot be relied upon. 


Abaye said to Rabba: Do you not hold that the subsuming of 
Shabbat limits is something significant? And what if he estab- 
lished residence in a cave" that has entrances at its two ends, 
which on the inside of the cave is four thousand cubits across, 
but atop its roof it is less than four thousand cubits across?® 

Is it not the case that he may walk the entire length of the roof 
and two thousand cubits outside it in either direction? The 

entire interior of the cave is considered as if it were four cubits, 
and he is permitted to walk another two thousand cubits in each 

direction from each ofits entrances. Consequently, he is permit- 
ted to walk along the roof, two thousand cubits from the eastern 

entrance in the direction of the western entrance and vice versa. 
However, since the distance across the roof is less than four 
thousand cubits, these two limits are subsumed within one 

another, and he is permitted to walk the entire length of the roof, 
given that when two limits are subsumed within one another, 
one may pass from one to the other. 


HALAKHA 


One who was permitted to leave his Shabbat limit - xxv» 
mwya iamnm: If a person is permitted to leave his Shabbat limit, 
for example, to rescue or to heal someone, and is informed while 
en route that his assistance is not needed, he is permitted to walk 
two thousand cubits in any direction from the location where he 
stood when he was informed. If these two thousand cubits overlap 
with the two thousand cubits of his original limit, he may enter and 
proceed as though he had not left. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimi bar Hiyya, since with regard to 
Rava's opinion there is an unresolved difficulty (Rif; Rosh; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 407:2). 


NOTES 


Established residence in a cave - mwaa naw: Apparently, all the 
Sages agreed with this ruling since it constitutes the foundation 
of Abaye’s query, and Rabba's response does not indicate that he 
rejects it (Geon Ya'akov). 

Several explanations have been offered for this halakha. Some 
commentaries explain that even if the roof of the cave is less than 
two thousand cubits long, when he walks beyond the roof, he can 
still walk a little more than two thousand cubits, in accordance with 
the discrepancy between the roof and the floor of the cave. This is 
because the roof is also considered part of the cave (Meiri). The 
Ra‘avad maintains that the roof of the cave is considered as if it was 
within the cave for the purpose of all Shabbat measurements, and 
as though the inner partitions of the cave rose up to the sky. The 
other early commentaries, however, did not agree with him, and 
it appears that this claim is also rejected in the Jerusalem Talmud 
(Rashba; Ritva). 


BACKGROUND 
A cave and its roof — 733 mwa: This diagram depicts a cave under- 
neath a relatively flat hill, with entrances on both sides, Since the 
Shabbat limit is determined from each entrance to the cave, one 
is permitted to walk on the hill from a distance of two thousand 
cubits from each entrance, and across the entire roof of the cave. 
This is due to the fact that before one leaves the limit delineated by 
one entrance, one enters the limit delineated by the other entrance. 


Cave with two entrances that are less than 4000 cubits apart 
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HALAKHA 
Those who are permitted to leave the limit - wyi 
mwa OANA ja: One who is permitted to travel beyond 
his Shabbat limit may travel two thousand cubits from 
his destination. If he reaches a town, he is considered 
an inhabitant of the town for the purpose of walking on 
Shabbat (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 407:1). 


NOTES 
To save lives is different - oxy dyn: The Ritva explains 
that the Sages were certainly more lenient with one who 


went beyond the Shabbat limit for a lifesaving mission. 


However, the phrase: A person who was permitted to 
travel beyond his Shabbat limit, refers also to a midwife's 
attendance at a birth or to testimony with regard to the 


new month, where the same level of danger is not mani- 


fest. 
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Rabba said to Abaye: Do you not distinguish between a case where 
the person established residence within the airspace of partitions 
before Shabbat while it was still day, as in the case of the cave, and a 
case where he did not establish residence within the airspace of 
partitions before Shabbat while it was still day, as in the case of the 
mishna? The principle governing the Shabbat limits being subsumed 
in one another only applies in the former case, where both of the 
Shabbat limits were established before Shabbat, but not in the latter 
case, where the two limits were established at different times, one 
before Shabbat and one on Shabbat. 


Abaye raised a difficulty: And in a case where he did not acquire his 
place of residence within those partitions before Shabbat, does the 
principle governing the subsuming of limits not apply? 


Didn’t we learn in a mishna that Rabbi Eliezer says: If a person left 
his Shabbat limit by walking two cubits beyond it, he may reenter his 
original limit; but if he left his Shabbat limit by walking three cubits 
beyond it, he may not reenter. What, is it not that Rabbi Eliezer 
follows his standard line of reasoning, in that he said with regard to 
the four cubits a person is allotted wherever he is, he is set in the 
middle of them, i.e., he may walk two cubits in each direction? 


The Gemara explains that the four cubits that the Sages gave a person 
are regarded here as being subsumed within his original limit, and 
it is for this reason that he said: He may reenter his original limit. 
Apparently he is of the opinion that the subsuming of one Shabbat 
limit within another is something significant. 


Rabba bar bar Hana said to Abaye: Do you raise an objection 
against our Master, Rabba, from the statement of Rabbi Eliezer? But 
isn’t the halakha in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis? Abaye 
said to him: Yes, as I heard from our Master himself that the Rabbis 
disagree with Rabbi Eliezer only with regard to one who went be- 
yond his limit for a voluntary matter, but with regard to one who 
went out for a mitzva matter, they agree with him about the subsum- 
ing of limits, i.e., that if one limit is subsumed in another, it is permit- 
ted to pass between them. This demonstrates that the halakha recog- 
nizes the principle of the subsuming of limits. 


The mishna teaches: All who go out to save lives may return to their 
original locations on Shabbat." The Gemara asks: Does this mean that 
he may return to his original place even if he went out more than two 
thousand cubits beyond his limit? Didn’t the first clause say that a 
person who was permitted to travel beyond his Shabbat limit is allot- 
ted two thousand cubits, and no more? 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: What this means is that they may 
return with their weapons to their original locations, provided they 
are within two thousand cubits. The Gemara asks: What is the diffi- 
culty with returning home in this situation? Perhaps in the case 
where people went out to fight and save lives the law is different,’ 
and they are allowed to go home even if they went more than two 
thousand cubits beyond the limit. 


Rather, if there is a difficulty, this is the difficulty: As we learned in 
a mishna in tractate Rosh HaShana, at first they would take the wit- 
nesses who had come to Jerusalem from a distant place on Shabbat 
to testify that they had seen the new moon, and bring them into a 
special courtyard, and they would not move from there the entire 
day. This was in accordance with the law governing one who was 
permitted to go out beyond his limit, as once he fulfilled his mission, 
he was no longer permitted to move beyond four cubits. 
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However, Rabban Gamliel the Elder instituted that they should 
have two thousand cubits in each direction, so that witnesses not 
refrain from coming to testify. And it is not only these whom the 
Sages said are given two thousand cubits in the place that they have 
reached, but even a midwife who comes to deliver a child, and 
one who comes to rescue Jews from an invasion of gentile troops 
or from a river or a collapsed building or a fire; they are like the 
inhabitants of the town at which they arrive, and they have two 
thousand cubits in each direction. 


The question may be raised: Are they given no more than two thou- 
sand cubits? Didn’t it say in the mishna: All who go out to save lives 
may return to their original locations on Shabbat, which indicates 
that they may walk even more than two thousand cubits? 


In response, Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: We must not infer from 
the mishna that they may go home even if they went out more than 
two thousand cubits from their limit, but rather that they may return 
with their weapons" to their original locations, provided that they 
are within two thousand cubits. As it was taught in the Tosefta: At 
first those returning from a rescue mission would place their weap- 
ons in the first house that they encountered upon their return, i.e., 
the house nearest the wall, to avoid carrying on Shabbat any more 
than necessary. 


Once, their enemies noticed that they were no longer carrying their 
weapons, and they chased after them; and the defenders entered 
the house to take up their weapons and fight, and their enemies 
entered after them, causing great confusion. In the chaos, the de- 
fenders began to push one another, and they killed more of each 
other than their enemies killed of them. At that time the Sages in- 
stituted that they should return to their locations, i.e., their destina- 
tions, with their weapons. 


The Gemara cites an alternate resolution that Rav Nahman bar Yitz- 
hak said: This is not difficult. Here, in the mishna in Rosh HaShana 
where they only permitted two thousand cubits, it is referring to a 
situation where the Jews defeated the nations of the world, i.e., the 
gentiles, in battle; in such a case there is no concern and they need 
not return to their original locations. Whereas here, in the mishna 
which indicates that the Sages permitted even more than two thou- 
sand cubits, it is referring to a situation where the nations of the 
world defeated themselves, i.e., the Jews, whom the Gemara refers 
to euphemistically as themselves; in such a case the Sages allowed 
the defeated soldiers to return to their original locations. 


Since the Gemara discussed war on Shabbat, the Gemara cites Rav 
Yehuda, who said that Rav said: With regard to gentiles who be- 
sieged Jewish towns, they may not go out to fight against them 
with their weapons, nor may they desecrate Shabbat in any other 
way due to them, but rather they must wait until after Shabbat. 


That was also taught in a baraita, with a caveat: With regard to gen- 
tiles who besieged, etc. In what case is this said? It is said in a case 

where the gentiles came and besieged the town with regard to mon- 
etary matters, i.e., banditry. However, if they came with regard to 

lives, i.e., there is concern that the gentiles will attack, they may go 

out against them with their weapons, and they may desecrate 

Shabbat due to them. 


And with regard to a town that is located near the border, even if 
the gentiles did not come with regard to lives, but rather with re- 
gard to matters of hay and straw, i.e., to raid and spoil the town, they 
may go out against them with their weapons, and they may dese- 
crate Shabbat due to them, as the border must be carefully guarded, 
in order to prevent enemies from gaining a foothold there." 


Rav Yosef bar Manyumi said that Rav Nahman said: And Baby- 
lonia is considered like a town located near the border, and war 
may be waged there on Shabbat even if the gentiles came for financial 


gain. And this means the city of Neharde’a,® which was located near 
the border. 


HALAKHA 
Return with their weapons — 3% pa Dyin: Those 
who go beyond the Shabbat limit to rescue others are 
granted two thousand cubits from the place where they 
arrive. In a situation where there is fear of enemy reprisal, 
they may return to their original locations with their 
weapons (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 407:3, 329:9). 


War against gentiles on Shabbat - o3{23 magha 
nawa: If foreign armies invade Jewish cities and lay siege 
to a town with intent to kill, or if their intention is uncer- 
tain (Rambam), the Jews may go to war against them, 
even if this entails the desecration of Shabbat. However, 
if the enemy's goal is strictly monetary gain, the defend- 
ing Jews may not desecrate Shabbat. If the town is near 
the border, the Jews may go out and fight, even if the 
foreign army comes with the stated intention of plun- 
dering hay and straw, i.e, monetary gain. It is likewise 
permitted to wage a preemptive war on Shabbat, if there 
is reasonable intelligence that the gentiles are about to 
invade (Rema; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 329:6). 


BACKGROUND 
Neharde’a — Kym): The town of Neharde’a, located 
near the Euphrates River, was on the border of the Per- 
sian Empire for many years. It was conquered on sev- 
eral occasions by the Romans and by other bordering 
kingdoms. 
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NOTES 


Ke'ila - myyn: Tosafot ask: What proof is there that 
this incident occurred on Shabbat? Ritva explains 
that the extra phrase “and they rob the threshing 
floors"adds a detail that is of no great significance for 
a weekday but is significant with regard to Shabbat. 


He may enter the town — D33: Some commentaries 
explain that one may walk a distance of four thou- 
sand cubits, because it is as though he had estab- 
lished an eiruv by walking two thousand cubits from 
where he was, and was then permitted to continue 
walking another two thousand cubits from there 
(Rabbeinu Hananel, and others). Most commentar- 
ies, however, reject this explanation. If one explic- 
itly states that he will establish residence where he 
is, some authorities state that he thereby disables 
himself from acquiring residence in the city, and 
his current location remains his Shabbat residence 
(Ra‘avad). Other authorities permit the person to walk 
four thousand cubits in this case as well, because the 
effectiveness of the eiruv does not derive from the act 
of acquisition; rather, it is derived from the assump- 
tion that he wishes to reach an inhabited place. This 
is his presumed intention, and the fact that he did not 
state it outright, and even that he said that he would 
establish residence in his place, was the result of 
being unaware that he was within the city’s Shabbat 
limit (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


The study hall was subsumed within his limit - 
jinn gina ybam wman ma: Some commentaries 

refer to the Jerusalem Talmud, where Rabbi Yehuda 

answers that the fact that the baraita uses the phrase: 

In the morning, indicates that he really did not know 

where he was, and only when the sun rose did he 

discover his location. 


HALAKHA 

Established residence near a city - w wap naw: 
One who is located near a city when Shabbat be- 
gins is considered like the inhabitants of the town 
in terms of Shabbat limits, even if he is unaware that 
he is near the town. This is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, whose opinion is accepted 
in the dispute with Rabbi Meir (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 400:1). 


One who was sleeping along the road and did 
not know that night had fallen - y7 xh) maw 
mDwnw : If one is sleeping outside the city as Shab- 
bat begins, he may travel two thousand cubits in 
each direction, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, as this is the ruling stated 
in the Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 4011). 


234 


PEREK IV: 45A: mAT pD 


DTNA IPA ID MATT I] wT 
Danh paws man sox ah mpy 
DNB NY DDW TAN) | one 


ana aap manent wy TPY KIN 
JP) Jan poy by bx wa es om 
IND TBA NY DDW MANY IND 
wm -xi soxd ‘na nI Sewn 
$ 1T by T aN aby owes 

Pabn. mi mywin Dpwh PN 


ew ore NDN 2mh xovanp NA 
TA 1 bnw by it ma- WX 
Dp 


pan NDT YSA KN my ox NON 
me AYVIM onwhsa mom 1h” D07 
AD Yow, "yp 


TART TaN ga aww m ma 
ama or brin] Tay: Papen m) 
PRA 1271177,0? xb - 1$ inma 


TT O VON DID IK TTD 931 
pana xa oy sm pan mT yn 


aa Mey TNT 31 WON WIA 193 
h b mum ma shan maw jow 
Apa yin mics man) “yh yin 
D23) !DI371 mab WTN: ab TOK 
Sav babs win wri maa W 


nova taba way er own (1 N) 
iat sainn ying yawn wy ma iK 


-APERP YPN pra wy n MIE 
ppan m g max ose 1) w? 
Bai) E; 


DIAR pars NYY tb ps oie Dam 
PYZIAK RIN TBM D 


Rabbi Dostai of the town of Biri expounded: What is the meaning 
of that which is written: “And they told David, saying: Behold, 
the Philistines are fighting against Ke’ila," and they rob the 

threshing floors” (1 Samuel 23:1), after which David asked God how 
he should respond. 


It was taught in a baraita: Ke’ila was a town located near the border, 
and the Philistines came only with regard to matters of hay and 

straw, as it is written: “And they rob the threshing floors.” And 

in the next verse it is written: “Therefore David inquired of 
the Lord, saying: Shall I go and smite these Philistines? And the 

Lord said to David: Go and smite the Philistines, and save Ke’ila” 
(1 Samuel 23:2), which indicates that war may be waged in a border 

town on Shabbat, even with regard to monetary matters. 


The Gemara refutes this proof by asking: What is David's dilemma? 

If you say that he had a halakhic question and was in doubt wheth- 
er it was permitted or prohibited to fight the Philistines on Shabbat, 
itis possible to respond: But the court of Samuel from Rama was 

then in existence, and rather than inquire by way of the Urim Ve- 
Tummim he should have inquired of the Great Sanhedrin. 


Rather, he asked: Will he succeed or will he not succeed in his 
war? The Gemara comments: This is also precise in the language 
of the verse, as it is written in the response to David’s query: “Go 
and smite the Philistines, and save Ke ila.’ Learn from this, from 
the assurance that God gave David of his victory, that this was the 
subject of his inquiry. 


MI SHNA With regard to a person who was sitting 


along the road on Shabbat eve toward night- 
fall, unaware that he was within the city’s Shabbat limit, and when 
he stood up after Shabbat had already commenced, he saw that he 
was near the town, i.e., within its limit, since he had not intended 
to acquire his place of residence in the town, he may not enter it, 
but rather he measures two thousand cubits from his place; this is 
the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: He may enter the town." Rabbi Yehuda said: 
It once happened that Rabbi Tarfon entered a town on Shabbat 
without intention from the beginning of Shabbat to establish 
residence in the city." 


C E M ARA It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Ye- 

huda said: It once happened that Rabbi 
Tarfon was walking along the way on Shabbat eve, and night fell 
upon him, and he spent the night outside the town. In the morn- 
ing, cowherds who came to graze their cattle outside the town 
found him and said to him: Master, the town is before you; enter. 
He entered and sat in the study hall and taught the entire day. This 
indicates that one is permitted to enter. 


The other Rabbis said to Rabbi Yehuda: Do you bring proof from 
there? Perhaps he had it in mind the day before to acquire resi- 
dence in the city, or perhaps the study hall was subsumed within 
his Shabbat limit." If the study hall was within two thousand cubits 
of the spot where he established residence, all agree that he may 
enter there. 


MI S H N A With regard to one who was sleeping along 

the road on Shabbat eve and did not know 
that night had fallen," he has two thousand cubits in each direc- 
tion; this is the statement of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, who main- 
tains that knowledge and awareness are not necessary for one to 


acquire residence, but rather, a person’s presence in a given location 
establishes residence there. 


But the Rabbis say: He has only four cubits, as since he did not 
knowingly acquire residence, he did not establish a Shabbat limit. 
Rabbi Eliezer says: He has only four cubits total and he is in the 
middle of them, i.e., he has two cubits in each direction. 
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Rabbi Yehuda says: He may walk four cubits in any direction he 
wishes. But Rabbi Yehuda agrees that if he selected for himself 
the direction in which he wants to walk those four cubits, he cannot 
retract and walk four cubits in a different direction. 


With regard to a case where there were two people in this situation, 
positioned in such a way that part of the four cubits of one" were 
subsumed within the four cubits of the other, they may each bring 
food and eat together in the shared area in the middle, 


provided that the one does not carry anything from his four-cubit 
limit into that of his fellow. 


With regard to a case where there were three people in this situation, 
and certain parts of the four cubits of the middle one were sub- 
sumed within the respective limits of each of the others, so that he 

shared a certain area with each of them, he is permitted to eat with 

either of them, and they are both permitted to eat with him; but 

the two outer ones are forbidden to eat with each other, since they 

share no common area. 


Rabbi Shimon said: To what is this comparable? It is like three 
courtyards that open into one another, and also open into a 
public domain. If the two outer courtyards established an eiruv 
with the middle one, the middle one is permitted to carry to the 
two outer ones, and they are permitted to carry to it, but the two 
outer courtyards are prohibited to carry from one to the other, as 


they did not establish an eiruv with one another. 
Rava raised a dilemma: What does Rabbi 


G E MA Yohanan ben Nuri hold? Does he hold that 
ownerless objects acquire residence for Shabbat, i.e., even an ar- 
ticle that does not belong to anyone acquires residence at the onset 
of Shabbat and can therefore be carried two thousand cubits in each 
direction? 


And according to this understanding, Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri 
should by right have disagreed with the Rabbis even about uten- 
sils that were left in the field, i.e., that according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, ownerless utensils can be moved two 
thousand cubits in each direction. And the reason that they dis- 
agreed about a person is to convey the far-reaching nature of the 
stringent ruling of the Rabbis, that although there is room to say: 
Since a person who is awake acquires for himself two thousand 
cubits, he also acquires them ifhe is sleeping, the mishna nonethe- 
less teaches us that the Rabbis did not accept this argument, and 
this is why the dispute is taught specifically with respect to a person. 


Or perhaps we should understand his position differently, that in 
general Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri holds that ownerless objects do 
not acquire residence of their own. But here, with regard to a 
person, the reason is as follows: Since a person who is awake ac- 
quires for himself two thousand cubits, he also acquires them ifhe 
is sleeping. 


Rav Yosef said: Come and hear a solution to this dilemma from the 
following baraita: Rain that fell on the eve of a Festival has two 
thousand cubits in each direction, meaning that one is permitted 
to carry the rainwater within a radius of two thousand cubits. But if 
the rain fell on the Festival itself, it is like the feet of all people, as 
it did not acquire residence, and consequently one is permitted to 
carry this water wherever he is permitted to walk. 


HALAKHA 
Part of the cubits of one — m bw PDN ny pI: 
If two people are each restricted to a radius of 
four cubits, and the areas in which they are per- 
mitted to walk overlap, they may bring food and 
eat together in the middle (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 349:4). 
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NOTES 

Rain near a city - yh pop Dawa : Appar- 
ently, in this context the word near means just 
outside the city, such that the inhabitants of 
he city would have in mind to use the water. 
However, if the rain fell further from the city, 
even if it is within the Shabbat limit, it does not 
acquire two thousand cubits in each direction 
ike the city’s residents (Meiri). 


Like the feet of the one who draws the water - 
xhan oy: According to some commentaries, 
ere is no essential difference between the feet 

of all people and the feet of the one who drew 

he water. The practical implication is that the 

water enters the domain of the one who draws 

, and its limit corresponds to his. According to 

his approach, even if the one drawing the water 

were to give it to another, its limit would remain 

hat of the one who drew the water (Rashi and 

others). Some authorities maintain that the 

phrase: Like the feet of the one who draws, is 

referring to the feet of only the one who draws 

it; that is, as long as the water is in his possession 

itis prohibited to take it out of his limit unless he 

gives it to someone else. However, the phrase: 

Like the feet of all people, means that they may 

pass the water from one person to another with- 
out any limitation at all (Ra‘avad). 
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Granted, it is understandable if you say that Rabbi Yohanan ben 
Nuri holds that ownerless objects acquire residence; in accor- 
dance with whose opinion is this baraita? It is that of Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Nuri, and consequently the rain that fell on the eve 
of the Festival acquired residence in the spot where it fell. 


However, if you say that he maintains that ownerless objects do 
not acquire residence, in accordance with whose opinion is this 
baraita? Neither that of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, nor that of the 
Rabbis, as it clearly indicates that rain acquires a place of residence 
even though it has no owner. Rather, we must say that Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Nuriis of the opinion that ownerless objects acquire 
residence, and this baraita is in accordance with his opinion. 


Abaye sat and recited this tradition. Rav Safra said to Abaye: 
Perhaps we are dealing with rain that fell near a city," and the 
inhabitants of that city had it in mind, and that is why it acquires 
two thousand cubits in each direction. 


Abaye said to him: It should not enter your mind that such an 
understanding is correct, as we learned in a mishna: A cistern 
that belongs to an individual, its water is like the feet of that 
individual, the owner of the cistern, in that it may be carried 
wherever he is permitted to walk. And a cistern that belongs to a 
particular city," its water is like the feet of the people of that city, 
in that it may be carried wherever the inhabitants of that city may 
walk, i.e., two thousand cubits in each direction from the city. And 
a cistern that belongs to pilgrims from Babylonia" on the way 
to Eretz Yisrael, meaning that it belongs to all Jews and has no 
particular owner, its water is like the feet of the one who draws 
the water," in that it may be carried wherever he is permitted to 
walk. 


And it was taught in a baraita: A cistern that belongs to one of 
the tribes and has no particular owner, its water has two thou- 
sand cubits in each direction. If so, these two sources contradict 
each other, as the mishna teaches that water that belongs to the 
entire community does not establish residence, whereas the tanna 
of the baraita holds that it may be carried two thousand cubits 
from its place. 


Rather, in order to resolve the contradiction, learn from here: 
This source, which states that the water may be carried two thou- 
sand cubits, was taught in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Nuri, who says that even ownerless objects acquire 
residence; that source, which states that water that does not be- 
long to any particular person is like the feet of the one who draws 
it, was taught in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who 
say that ownerless objects do not acquire residence. 


The Gemara relates that when Abaye came before Rav Yosef, he 

said to him: This is what Rav Safra said, and this is what I an- 
swered him. Rav Yosef said to him: And why did you not answer 

him from the baraita itself? Ifit should enter your mind that we 

are dealing with rain that fell near a city, how can you understand 

the statement that the rainwater has two thousand cubits in each 

direction? 


HALAKHA 


A cistern that belongs to an individual or a city — wn 0m bw va 
vy: Water collected in a private cistern may be carried only to a place 
where the owner of the cistern is permitted to walk. On the other 
hand, water collected in a public cistern, which belongs to all the 
inhabitants of a city, may be carried to wherever the inhabitants may 
walk. If one of the city’s inhabitants establishes a joining of Shabbat 
limits [eiruv], one who lives outside the town may carry the water 
outside the limit with him (Magen Avraham, based on the Ran). Some 


authorities rule that if the inhabitants of the city establish eiruvin in 
several directions, those who live outside the city are prohibited 
to carry out of the city (Shulhan Arukh HaRav; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 397:14). 


A cistern that belongs to pilgrims from Babylonia - diy by. Wa 
baa: There is no limitation on carrying water from a cistern that be- 
longs to all Jews or from an ownerless cistern. The water has the status 
of the one who fills the cistern (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 397:14). 
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According to your understanding, that the rainwater may be carried 
two thousand cubits because the inhabitants of the town had it in 
mind, the baraita should have said: The rainwater is like the feet 
of the inhabitants of that city. Rather, you must say that the inhab- 
itants of the city did not acquire the water and that it may be carried 
within a radius of two thousand cubits, because the baraita was 
taught in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, 
that ownerless objects acquire residence. 


The Gemara further examines the baraita cited earlier. The Master 
said: If rain fell on the Festival" itself, it is like the feet of all people. 
The Gemara raises a difficulty: And why should this be? The water 
should have acquired residence in the ocean [ okeyanos],' where 
it was when the Festival began. And since the water went out on the 
Festival beyond its limit after it evaporated and formed into clouds, 
moving the water more than four cubits should be prohibited. 


Let us say that this baraita was taught not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. Because if it is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, he said: The entire world drinks from 
the waters of the ocean; that is to say, evaporated ocean water is 
the source of rain. 


Rabbi Yitzhak said: Here we are dealing with clouds that were 
already formed on the eve of the Festival. Since these clouds 
were already formed before the Festival, the water did not acquire 
residence in the ocean or travel beyond its limit on the Festival. 


The Gemara asks: But perhaps those clouds that had already been 
formed on the eve of the Festival went away, and these clouds, from 
which the rain fell, are others that did acquire residence in the 
ocean? The Gemara answers: We are dealing here with a case where 
there is an identifying sign that these are the same clouds and not 
others.® 


And if you wish, say that there is another reason we are not con- 
cerned that these might be other clouds: This matter of whether or 
not they are the same clouds pertains to an uncertainty with re- 
spect to a rabbinic law, and the principle is that with regard to an 
uncertainty concerning a rabbinic law, one may follow the lenient 
understanding. 


The Gemara asks: Let the water acquire residence in the clouds, 
where it was when the Festival began, and its limit should be mea- 
sured from there. Since the baraita taught that the water is like the 
feet of all people, ifso, resolve from here another dilemma, and say 
that there is no prohibition of Shabbat limits above ten hand- 
breadths, and one is permitted to travel more than two thousand 
cubits above this height. For if there is a prohibition of Shabbat 
limits above ten handbreadths, let the water acquire residence in 
the clouds. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: Actually, I can say to you: There 
is a prohibition of Shabbat limits even above ten handbreadths, and 
the water does not acquire residence in the clouds because it is 
absorbed in the clouds. Since water does not exist in its usual state 
within the clouds, but rather takes on a different form, it does not 
acquire residence there. 


Rain that fell on a Festival - 


Jiv ova TPY DHA: The ear- 


NOTES 
is capable of acquiring residence for himself; if he fails to 


ly commentaries ask: Why does rain that fell on a Festival 
have the status of the people? It can be argued that since 
the water came from a different place and did not acquire 
residence in its new place, it did not acquire residence 
at all. Therefore, it should be prohibited to carry it beyond 
four cubits. Some commentaries explain that reasoning of 
this kind applies only to one who has awareness and who 


do so, he acquires no Shabbat residence. However, water, 
which has no awareness, can be limited only by the person 
who finds it and makes use of it. Other authorities state that 
since the water was previously moving continuously, it does 
not establish a place of residence, and it falls to the ground 
without having established a Shabbat residence (Rashba; 
see Maharshal). 


LANGUAGE 
Ocean [okeyanos] - Di»*piKX: From the Greek @keavoc, 
okeanos, meaning the Great Sea, or the ocean that surrounds 
the continents. 


BACKGROUND 

Identifying signs of clouds — o3¥7 49: Although clouds 
change their shape constantly, which would seem to preclude 
associating any kind of marker with them, they do possess 
other markers apart from their shape. Clouds differ from one 
another by formation, color, and depth. These cloud mark- 
ers are helpful in identifying different clusters of clouds, even 
though they do not distinguish any one particular cloud from 
the others. 
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HALAKHA 


Flowing water — O71 O12: Flowing water, even 
if it is privately owned, has “the legal status of the 
person who draws it. The wording of the Gemara 
indicates that if the water is moving, as in the case 
of flowing spring water, it has the legal status of 
the person who draws it even if it does not leave its 
place (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 397:15). 


The halakha is in accordance with the lenient 
opinion with regard to an eiruv — 1373 aba 
aya onan: Even a sleeping person establishes 
residence for the purpose of walking two thou- 
sand cubits in each direction, since the halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
ben Nuri. However, ownerless objects have the 
halakhic status of the person who finds them and 
do not establish residence on their own, because 
the halakha is in accordance with the leniency of 
both opinions (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 401:1). 


NOTES 


The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri — ja pyi "315 nahn 
yaa: If the halakha is in accordance with Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Nuri only when he is lenient, and 
the halakha is in accordance with the Rabbis only 
where a leniency is involved, such as with regard 
to ownerless utensils, the result is two contradic- 
tory leniencies. Some commentaries answer that 
perhaps we rule in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, but not for his rea- 
son. Rather, since a sleeping person can establish 
residence when awake, he can also do so when 
asleep; a sleeping person establishes residence 
where he is. Ownerless objects, however, never 
establish residence (Rashba; Ritva). 


The halakha is in accordance with the lenient 
opinion with regard to an eiruv — 1373 aba 
syya bpn: The earlier and later commentaries 
discuss this principle, limiting it in several ways: 
They maintain that it applies only to an eiruv, but 
not to partitions, because the laws of partitions 
have a source in the Torah (Rivash). They further 
state that this principle does not apply to cases 
of unresolved dilemmas. Since the Sages did not 
resolve these dilemmas by applying this principle, 
eniency cannot be presumed (Bah, based on the 
Rif). The principle also cannot be applied if the 
doubt arises from two different explanations of 
he same statement (Bah). Some early commen- 
aries claim that this principle refers only to dis- 
putes among the tannaim, since their statements 
were known to Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi and he 
could decide among them, but not to the words 
of amoraiim (Ra'avad; see Hagahot HaRosh; Meiri). 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: If the water was previously not in its current 
state, all the more so should it be considered as something that came 
into being [nolad] on the Festival, and consequently it is prohibited to 
carry it. Something that came into being or assumed its present form on 
Shabbat or Festivals is considered set-aside [muktze] and may not be 
handled on Shabbat or Festivals. 


Rather, we should say: The water in clouds is in constant motion and 
therefore does not acquire residence there. The Gemara comments: Now 
that you have arrived at this answer, the ocean should also not be dif- 
ficult for you, as the water in the ocean is also in constant motion. And 
it was taught in a baraita: Flowing rivers and streaming springs are like 
the feet of all people, as their waters do not acquire residence in any 
particular place." The same law also applies to clouds and seas. 


Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi said that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: The ha- 
lakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri," 

that one who was asleep at the beginning of Shabbat may travel two thou- 
sand cubits in every direction. Rabbi Zeira said to Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi: 

Did you hear this halakha explicitly from Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, or 

did you understand it by inference from some other ruling that he issued? 

Rabbi Ya'akov bar Idi said to him: I heard it explicitly from him. 


The Gemara asks: From what other teaching could this ruling be inferred? 
The Gemara explains: From that which Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: 
The halakha is in accordance with the lenient opinion with regard to 
an eiruv."™ 


The Gemara asks: Why do I need both? Why was it necessary for Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi to state both the general ruling that the halakha is in 
accordance with the lenient opinion with regard to an eiruv, and also the 
specific ruling that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri on this issue? 


Rabbi Zeira said: Both rulings were necessary, as had he informed us 

only that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Nuri, I would have said that the halakha is in accordance 

with him whether this is a leniency, i.e., that a sleeping person acquires 

residence and may walk two thousand cubits in every direction, or wheth- 
er itis a stringency, i.e., that ownerless utensils acquire residence and can 

be carried only two thousand cubits from that place. Consequently, he 

teaches us that the halakha is in accordance with the lenient opinion 

with regard to an eiruv, so that we rule in accordance with Rabbi Yohanan 

ben Nuri only when it entails a leniency. 


The Gemara asks: Let him state only that the halakha is in accordance 
with the lenient opinion with regard to an eiruv. Why do I need the 
statement that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Nuri? 


The Gemara answers: This ruling was necessary as well, for had he in- 
formed us only that the halakha is in accordance with the lenient opinion 
with regard to an eiruv, it might have entered your mind to say that this 
statement applies only to disputes in which a single authority disagrees 
with another single authority, or several authorities disagree with sev- 
eral other authorities. But when a single authority maintains a lenient 
opinion against several authorities who maintain a more stringent posi- 
tion, you might have said that we do not rule in his favor. Hence, it was 
necessary to state that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri although he disputes the Rabbis. 


Rava said to Abaye: Now, since the laws of eiruvin are rabbinic in origin, 
what reason is there for me to differentiate between a disagreement of a 
single authority with a single authority and a disagreement of a single 
authority with several authorities? 
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Rav Pappa said to Rava: Is there no difference with regard to rab- 
binic laws between a disagreement of a single authority with a 
single authority, and a disagreement of a single authority with 
several authorities? 


Didn’t we learn in a mishna that Rabbi Elazar says: Any woman 
who passed three expected menstrual cycles without experiencing 
bleeding is presumed not to be menstruating. If afterward she sees 
blood, it is enough that she be regarded as ritually impure due to 
menstruation from the time that she examined herself" and saw that 
she had a discharge, rather than retroactively for up to twenty-four 
hours. The Rabbis, however, maintain that this halakha applies only 
to an older woman or to a woman after childbirth, for whom it is 
natural to stop menstruating, but not to a normal young woman for 
whom three periods have passed without bleeding. 


And it was taught in a baraita: It once happened that Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi ruled that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Elazar. After he remembered that Rabbi Elazar’s colleagues 
disagree with him on this matter and that he had apparently ruled 
incorrectly, he nonetheless said: Rabbi Elazar is worthy to rely 
upon in exigent circumstances." 


The Gemara comments: What is the meaning of: After he remem- 
bered? If you say that it means after he remembered that the ha- 
lakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar but 
rather in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, then how 
could he rule in accordance with him even in exigent circum- 
stances, given that the halakha had been decided against him? 


Rather, it must be that the halakha had not been stated on this mat- 
ter, neither in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, nor in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. And after he remem- 
bered that it was not a single authority who disagreed with Rabbi 
Elazar, but rather several authorities who disagreed with him, he 
nonetheless said: Rabbi Elazar is worthy to rely upon in exigent 
circumstances. This demonstrates that even with a dispute that in- 
volves a rabbinic decree, such as whether a woman is declared ritu- 
ally impure retroactively, there is room to distinguish between a 
disagreement of a single authority and a single authority, and a dis- 
agreement of a single authority and several authorities. 


Rav Mesharshiya said to Rava, and some say it was Rav Nahman 
bar Yitzhak who said to Rava: Is there no difference with regard 
to rabbinic laws between a disagreement of a single authority with 
a single authority, and a disagreement of a single authority with 
several authorities? 


Wasn't it taught in a baraita: Ifa person receives a proximate report 
that one of his close relatives has died, he practices all the customs 
of the intense seven day mourning period as well as the customs of 
the thirty day mourning period. But if he receives a distant report, 
he practices only one day of mourning. 


What is considered a proximate report, and what is considered a 
distant report? If the report arrives within thirty days of the close 
relative’s passing, it is regarded as proximate, and if it arrives after 
thirty days it is considered distant; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Akiva. But the Rabbis say: Both in the case of a proximate report 
and in the case of a distant report," the grieving relative practices 
the seven-day mourning period and the thirty-day mourning period. 


And Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Wherever 
you find that a single authority is lenient with regard to a certain 
halakha and several other authorities are stringent, the halakha is 
in accordance with the words of the stringent authorities, who 
constitute the majority, except for here, where despite the fact that 
the opinion of Rabbi Akiva is lenient and the opinion of the Rabbis 
is more stringent, the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva. 


HALAKHA 


A woman for whom it is enough that she be impure 
from the time she saw - Anyw mito mwy: A woman 
approaching menopause who passes three expected 
menstrual cycles without experiencing bleeding and 
then sees blood is regarded as ritually impure only from 
the time that she examines herself and experiences 
menstrual flow. However, the law concerning a young 
woman is different. She is retroactively ritually impure for 
up to twenty-four hours, in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 4:1). 


A proximate and a distant report — npiny nainip Ayinw: 

One who receives a proximate report of the death of a 

close relative practices both the mourning customs ob- 
served for seven days and those observed for thirty days. 
One who receives a distant report practices mourning 

customs for only one day, with part of a day considered 

to be an entire day. Some authorities rule that although 

the laws governing the seven-day mourning period are 
not practiced in the case of a distant report concerning 

a father or mother, the other laws of mourning are ob- 
served (Ramban; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 402:1). 


NOTES 


In exigent circumstances - prt nywa: The nature of 
the exigent circumstance referred to here is discussed 
by the commentaries (see Rashi and Tosafot). Tosafot 
explain that it refers to a case where the questioner de- 
parted, and it would be nearly impossible to find him 
and inform him that there had been a mistaken ruling. 
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NOTES 


The halakha is in accordance with the lenient opinion 
with regard to mourning —Saxa pan nI mbt: The ra- 
ionale for this principle is that according to most commen- 
aries and halakhic authorities, the mandate for mourning 
practices is not from Torah law. In addition, all the particulars 
of the laws of mourning are certainly instituted by rabbinic 
aw, and consequently, the halakha is lenient about them. 
evertheless, certain limitations apply. For example, the 
principle applies to the laws of mourning but not to the 
aws of rending one’s garments over the death of a relative 
(Ramban; Bah). In addition, this principle applies to only 
certain laws of mourning (Ramban; Rashba), and it is not 
operative with respect to an opinion that has been rejected 
by all authorities (Bah). 
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And Rabbi Yohanan holds like Shmuel, as Shmuel said: The ha- 
lakha is in accordance with the lenient opinion with regard to 
mourning practices," i.e., wherever there is a dispute with regard to 
mourning customs, the halakha is in accordance with the lenient 
opinion. 


From here the Gemara infers: It is only with regard to mourning 
practices that the Sages were lenient, but in general, with regard 
to other areas of halakha, even in the case of rabbinic laws there is 
a difference between a disagreement of a single authority with a 
single authority and a disagreement of a single authority with 
several authorities. This being the case, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi 
did well to rule explicitly that the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, even though he is a single 
authority who ruled leniently in dispute with the Rabbis. 


Rav Pappa said a different explanation for the fact that Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi made both statements: It was necessary for 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi to inform us that the halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, because had 
he said only that the halakha follows the lenient opinion with regard 
to an eiruy, it could have entered your mind to say that this state- 
ment applies only with regard to the laws governing the eiruv of 
courtyards, which are entirely rabbinic in origin. But with regard 
to the more stringent laws governing the eiruv of Shabbat limits, 
you would have said that we should not rule leniently, and therefore 
it was necessary to make both statements. 


The Gemara asks: And from where do you say that we distinguish 
between an eiruv of courtyards and an eiruv of Shabbat limits? As 
we learned in a mishna that Rabbi Yehuda said: In what case is 
this statement said, that an eiruv may be established for another 
person only with his knowledge? It was said with regard to an eiruv 
of Shabbat limits, but with regard to an eiruv of courtyards, an 
eiruv may be established for another person whether with his 
knowledge or without his knowledge, as one may act in a person’s 
interest in his absence; however, one may not act to a person’s 
disadvantage in his absence. One may act unilaterally on someone 
else’s behalf when the action is to that other person's benefit; how- 
ever, when it is to the other person's detriment, or when there are 
both advantages and disadvantages to him, one may act on the 
other person’s behalf only if one has been explicitly appointed as an 
agent. Since an eiruv of courtyards is always to a person’s benefit, it 
can be established even without his knowledge. However, with re- 
gard to an eiruv of Shabbat limits, while it enables one to walk in one 
direction, it disallows him from walking in the opposite direction. 
Therefore, it can be established only with his knowledge. 


Rav Ashi said that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi's need to issue two 
rulings can be explained in another manner: It is necessary for 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi to inform us that the halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, as if he had said 
only that the halakha is in accordance with the lenient opinion with 
regard to an eiruv, it could have entered your mind to say that this 
statement applies only with regard to the remnants of an eiruv, 
i.e, an eiruv that had been properly established, where the concern 
is that it might subsequently have become invalid. But with regard 
to an initial eiruv, i.e., an eiruv that is just being established and has 
not yet taken effect, you might have said that we should not rule 
leniently, and therefore it was necessary to issue both rulings. 
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The Gemara asks: And from where do you say that we distinguish 
between the remnants of an eiruv and an initial eiruv? As we learned 
ina mishna: Rabbi Yosei said: In what case is this statement said, that 
the Sages stipulated that a fixed quantity of food is necessary for estab- 
lishing an eiruv? It is said with regard to an initial eiruv, i.e., when set- 
ting up an eiruv for the first time; however, with regard to the remnants 
of an eiruy, i.e., on a subsequent Shabbat when the measure may have 
become diminished, even a minimal amount suffices." 


And they said to establish an eiruv for courtyards only after all the 
inhabitants of the city merge their alleyways and become like the inhab- 
itants of a single courtyard, so that the law of eiruv should not be 
forgotten by the children, who may not be aware of the arrangement 
that has been made with regard to the alleyways. 


Since the Gemara discussed the principles cited with regard to halakhic 
decision-making, it cites additional principles. Rabbi Ya’akov and 
Rabbi Zerika said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva in disputes with any individual Sage, and the halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei even in disputes with 
other Sages," and the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi in disputes with any individual Sage. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what halakha do these principles 
apply, meaning, to what degree are they binding? Rabbi Asi said: This 
is considered binding halakha. And Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said: One 
is inclined toward such a ruling in cases where an individual asks, but 
does not issue it as a public ruling in all cases. And Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Hanina, said: It appears that one should rule this way, but it is 
not an established halakha that is considered binding with regard to 
issuing rulings." 


Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi said that Rabbi Yohanan said: In the case of a 
dispute between Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda, the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda; in the case of a dispute 
between Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei, the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei; and, needless to say, in the case ofa 
dispute between Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yosei, the halakha is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. As now, ifin disputes with 
Rabbi Yehuda, the opinion of Rabbi Meir is not accepted as law, need 
it be stated that in disputes with Rabbi Yosei, Rabbi Meir’s opinion 
is rejected? Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion is not accepted in disputes with 
Rabbi Yosei." 


Rav Asi said: I also learn based on the same principle that in a dispute 

between Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon, the halakha is in accordance 

with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. As Rabbi Abba said that Rabbi 

Yohanan said: In cases of dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi 

Shimon, the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Ye- 
huda. Now, if where it is opposed by Rabbi Yehuda the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon is not accepted as law, where it is opposed by the opinion 

of Rabbi Yosei, with whom the halakha is in accordance against Rabbi 

Yehuda, is it necessary to say that the halakha is in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Yosei? 


The Gemara raises a dilemma: In a dispute between Rabbi Meir and 
Rabbi Shimon," what is the halakha? No sources were found to resolve 
this dilemma, and it stands unresolved. 


Rav Mesharshiya said: These principles of halakhic decision-making 
are not to be relied upon. The Gemara asks: From where does Rav 
Mesharshiya derive this statement? 


If you say that he derived it from that which we learned in the mishna 
that Rabbi Shimon said: To what is this comparable? It is like three 
courtyards that open into one another, and also open into a public 
domain. If the two outer courtyards established an eiruv with the 
middle one, the residents of the middle one are permitted to carry to 
the two outer ones, and they are permitted to carry to it, but the resi- 
dents of the two outer courtyards are prohibited to carry from one to 
the other, as they did not establish an eiruv with one another. 


NOTES 


The remnants of an eiruv and an initial eiruv - 
ary nonm avy ww: The distinction between an 
initial eiruv and the remnants of an eiruv refers to 
two clearly distinct stages. Namely, that there are 
different standards for the initial phase of acquir- 
ing residence in a given location, or establishing an 
eiruv in a given alleyway, than for the remainder of 
an eiruv, where the question is whether an eiruv that 
has been established remains valid. As stated here, it 
is more reasonable to be lenient with regard to the 
remainder of an eiruv. 


The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei even in disputes with other Sages — 
vampi vary... The different versions of this 

statement raise the question of whether the halakha 

accords with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei only in dis- 
putes with an individual Sage, or even in a dispute 

with two or more Sages. Many authorities (Halakhot 
Gedolot, Rav Sherira Gaon, Rif, Ri Migash, Rabbeinu 

Manoah, and apparently the Rambam and Rabbi 

Yosef Karo as well) maintain that the halakha is in 

accordance with his opinion only in disputes with an 

individual Sage, but not in disputes with other Sages 

(see Yad Malakhi). 


Halakha...one is inclined...it appears — bn 
pP"D...)"wa: These expressions have been explained 
in several ways (see Rashi and Josafot). The geonim 
explain that the word halakha means that this 
matter has been established as law and must be 
accepted. The phrase it appears indicates that the 
Sages discussed this issue and the words of one Sage 
appear more acceptable than the statements of his 
colleague. The phrase one is inclined means that 
without examining in detail all sides of the argument, 
the judgment tends towards a particular opinion. 


Halakhic decision-making — niay nyrap: These 
rules of halakhic decision-making, namely, that 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of a 
particular Sage in disputes with a given colleague, 
whether with regard to one issue or all issues, were 
established by the Sages, who examined these dis- 
putes and usually found a principle in the statements 
of each Sage that led them to accept or reject his 
approach. Nevertheless, these fixed rules are limited 
in several ways. The Gemara itself explicitly states that 
where a contradictory halakha is stated by amora‘im 
he principle does not apply, and it was only stated 
with regard to cases where no explicit ruling exists. 
Most authorities agree that even when there is no 
halakhic ruling in accordance with one opinion, but 
he Gemara's discussion favors a particular approach 
and accepts it as the basis of its discussion, the ha- 
lakha follows suit. Some commentaries state that 
hese principles do not apply to any issue that is 
not practical halakha nowadays, such as the laws 
related to the Temple. In addition, other principles 
occasionally override these fixed rules of halakhic 
decision-making. Examples include the principle of 
accepting the lenient opinion with regard to an eiruv, 
he rules listed in tractate Eduyot, and the acceptance 
of Rabbi Meir’s decrees. 


Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Shimon — iyn an YA’: 
This dilemma is left unresolved in the Babylonian 
Talmud. Several authorities write that in these dis- 
putes, the stringent opinion is accepted with regard 
o Torah law, and the lenient opinion is accepted 
with regard to rabbinic law. However, in the Jerusa- 
em Talmud it is stated that the halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon in disputes 
with Rabbi Meir. Apparently, Rav Sherira Gaon and 
he Ra'avad rule in accordance with the Jerusalem 
Talmud, as does Rambam, according to the Lehem 
Mishne (see Yad Malakhi). 
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And Rav Hama bar Gurya said that Rav said: The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon; and who disagrees 
with Rabbi Shimon on this matter? It is Rabbi Yehuda. Didn’t you 
say: In disputes between Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon, the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? 
Rather, can we not conclude from this mishna that these principles 
should not be relied upon? 


The Gemara rejects this argument: What is the difficulty posed by 
this ruling? Perhaps where it is stated explicitly to the contrary, it 
is stated, but where it is not stated explicitly to the contrary, it is 
not stated, and these principles apply. 


Rather, the proof is from that which we learned elsewhere in a 
mishna: If a city that belongs to a single individual subsequently 
becomes one that belongs to many people, one may establish an 
eiruv of courtyards for all of it. But if the city belongs to many 
people, and it falls into the possession of a single individual, one 
may not establish an eiruv for all of it, unless he excludes from 
the eiruv an area the size of the town of Hadasha in Judea, which 
contains fifty residents; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Shimon says: 


The excluded area need not be so large; rather, three courtyards 

each containing two houses are sufficient for this purpose. And 

Rav Hama bar Gurya said that Rav said: The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon; and who disagrees with 

Rabbi Shimon on this matter? It is Rabbi Yehuda. Didn’t you say: 
In a case where Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon disagree, the 

halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? This 

teaches that one should not rely on these principles. 


The Gemara rejects this argument as well: What is the difficulty 
here? Perhaps here, too, where it is stated explicitly that the ha- 
lakha is in accordance with Rabbi Shimon, it is stated, but where 
it is not stated explicitly, it is not stated, and the principle that the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda applies. 


Rather, the proof is from that which we learned elsewhere in a 
mishna: With regard to one who left his house without making an 
eiruv of courtyards, and established residence for Shabbat in a 
different town, whether he was a gentile or a Jew, his lack of par- 
ticipation prohibits the other residents of the courtyards in which 
he has a share to carry objects from their houses to the courtyard, 
because he did not establish an eiruv with them, and failure to in- 
clude a house in the eiruv imposes restrictions upon all the residents 
of the courtyard. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: His lack of participation does not prohibit the 
others to carry, since he is not present there. Rabbi Yosei says: Lack 
of participation in an eiruv by a gentile who is away prohibits the 
others to carry, because he might return on Shabbat; but lack of 
participation by a Jew who is not present does not prohibit the 
others to carry, as it is not the way of a Jew to return on Shabbat 
once he has already established his residence elsewhere. Rabbi 
Shimon says: Even if he left his house and established residence 
for Shabbat with his daughter in the same town, his lack of par- 
ticipation does not prohibit the residents of his courtyard to carry, 
even though he is permitted to return home, because he has already 
removed it, i.e., returning, from his mind. 
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And Rav Hama bar Gurya said that Rav said: The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. And who disagrees with him? 
It is Rabbi Yehuda. Didn’t you say: When there is a dispute between 
Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon, the halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? This teaches that one cannot rely upon 
these principles. 


The Gemara rejects this argument again: What is the difficulty here? 
Perhaps here, too, where it is explicitly stated that the halakha is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, it is stated; but where such 
a ruling is not stated, it is not stated, and the principle that the halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda is relied upon. 


Rather, the proof is from that which we learned in the mishna. And that 
is what the Sages meant when they said: A pauper can establish an eiruv 
with his feet; that is to say, he may walk to a place within his Shabbat 
limit and declare: Here shall be my place of residence, and then his Shab- 
bat limit is measured from that spot. Rabbi Meir says: We apply this law 
only to a pauper, who does not have food for two meals; only such a 
person is permitted to establish his eiruv by walking to the spot that he 
wishes to acquire as his place of residence. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: This allowance applies both to a pauper and to a 
wealthy person. Indeed, they said that one can establish an eiruv with 
bread only in order to make placing an eiruv easier for a wealthy person, 
so that he need not trouble himself and go out and establish an eiruv 
with his feet, but the basic eiruv is established by walking to the spot one 
will acquire as his place of residence. 


And Rav Hiyya bar Ashi once taught this law to Hiyya bar Rav in the 

presence of Rav, saying: This allowance applies both to a pauper and to 

a wealthy person, and Rav said to him: When you teach this law, con- 
clude also with this ruling: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 

of Rabbi Yehuda. 


The Gemara asks: Why do I need a second ruling? Didn't you already 
say: When there is a dispute between Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda, 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? The 
fact that Rav needed to specify that the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda on this matter indicates that he does not accept 
the general principle that when there is a dispute between Rabbi Meir 
and Rabbi Yehuda, the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda. 


The Gemara rejects this reasoning: What is the difficulty here? Perhaps 
Rav does not accept" these principles, but the other Sages accept them. 


Rather, the Gemara brings a proof from that which we learned in an- 
other mishna with regard to a woman waiting for her brother-in-law, i.e., 
a woman whose husband died without children but who is survived a by 
a brother. The brother-in-law is obligated by Torah law either to perform 
levirate marriage with his deceased brother’s widow, or to free her to 
marry others by participating in halitza. The woman waiting for her 
brother-in-law may neither participate in halitza" nor undergo levirate 
marriage until three months have passed following her husband's death, 
due to concern that she may be pregnant from him, in which case she is 
exempt from levirate marriage and halitza. After the three-month waiting 
period it will become clear whether she is pregnant from her husband. 


And similarly, all other women may not be married or even betrothed 
until three months have passed" following their divorce or the death of 
their husbands, whether they are virgins or non-virgins, whether they 
are widows or divorcees, and whether they became widowed or divorced 
when they were betrothed or married. In all cases, the woman may not 
marry for three months. Otherwise, if she is within the first three months 
of her pregnancy from her first husband, and she gives birth six months 
later, a doubt would arise as to the identity of the father. The Sages did 
not differentiate between cases where this concern is applicable and 
where it is not; rather, they fixed a principle that applies universally. 


NOTES 
Perhaps Rav does not accept — mb nh n xen: 
Although the Gemara will ultimately accept this 
explanation, it rejects it at this stage, preferring to 
suggest that there is no dispute between Rav and 
Rabbi Yohanan rather than say that Rav does not 
accept these principles (Ritva). 


The three months of differentiation - nw 
man watin: The purpose of the three-month 
waiting period between the first marriage and 
the second is to determine, in case she gives birth 
six months into her second marriage, whether 
the child she bears is the son of the first husband 
or the second. Two considerations determine 
the waiting period: The first is derived from the 
verse (Genesis 37:24) that indicates that a woman's 
pregnancy is noticeable after approximately three 
months. The second is based on the ambiguity 
that arises if she marries before three months have 
elapsed and a child is born seven months later. 
Such a child might have been born after seven 
months to the second husband, or possibly born 
after nine months to the first husband. 


HALAKHA 


The woman waiting for her brother-in-law may 
neither participate in halitza - yibnon x may: 

A widow must wait three months following the 
death of her husband before participating in the 
ceremony that frees her from the levirate bond 

[halitza]. However, if she participates in the halitza 
ceremony within this time period and is subse- 
quently found not to be pregnant, her halitza is 
valid. Some authorities maintain that the Sages 
invalidated such a halitza (Rema; Shulhan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 164:1). 
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BACKGROUND 


A sexually underdeveloped woman - miy: A sexu- 
ally underdeveloped woman is incapable of giving birth, 
because she lacks certain secondary female sexual charac- 
teristics, probably as a result of a congenital defect of the 
hormonal system. In various places the Talmud discusses the 
definition of a sexually underdeveloped woman [ailonit] and 
the implications in Jewish law. 


HALAKHA 

Waiting before marriage — piw) nab mana: Any woman 
who was married or betrothed must wait three months to 
remarry after her husband's death or after her bill of divorce 
was written, or as some authorities rule, after she receives 
the bill of divorce (Rema, based on Tur and Rosh). This ap- 
plies even if there is no reason to suspect that the woman 
is pregnant, such as if she lived apart from her husband or 
was incapable of conceiving. This is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, who ultimately retracted his initial 
ruling and then ruled in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Meir. It is also in accordance with the principle stated 
by Shmuel that the halakha is in accordance with Rabbi 
Meir's decrees (see Migdal Oz and Hagahot Maimoniyot; 
Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 3:1). 


NOTES 


The halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Meir with respect 
to his decrees — vnin Yxa 1S aba: The early com- 
mentaries distinguish between Rabbi Meir's decrees and 
his monetary penalties. With regard to Rabbi Meir's decrees, 
the halakha is in accordance with his opinion; with regard 
to his monetary penalties, his rulings are not accepted. The 
rationale for this difference is that decrees involve specific 
cases which are prohibited due to their similarity to another 
case, but not prohibited in and of themselves. The concern 
is that leniency in one case would lead people to treat the 
prohibited case lightly and act leniently in that case as well. 
Fines, however, are punishments that go beyond the letter 
of the law. In this way, Rabbi Meir treats the offender in a 
stringent manner, to prevent him from sinning again (see 
Tosefot HaRosh and Yad Malakhi). 
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Rabbi Yehuda says: A woman who had been married when she 
became widowed or divorced may be betrothed immediately, as 
couples do not have relations during the period of their betrothal. 
However, she may not marry until three months have passed, in 
order to differentiate between any possible offspring from the first 
and second husband. 


A woman who had only been betrothed when she became wid- 
owed or divorced may be married immediately, as it may be as- 
sumed that the couple did not have relations during the period of 
their betrothal. This is except for a betrothed woman in Judea, 
because there the bridegroom’s heart is bold, as it was customary 
for couples to be alone together during the period of betrothal, 
and consequently there is a suspicion that they might have had 
relations, in which case she might be carrying his child. However, 
no similar concern applies in other places. 


Rabbi Yosei says: All the women listed above may be betrothed 
immediately, because the decree applies only with regard to mar- 
riage; this is except for a widow, who must wait for a different 
reason, because of the mourning for her deceased husband. 


And we said with regard to this: It once happened that Rabbi 
Eliezer did not come to the study hall. He met Rabbi Asi, who 
was standing, and said to him: What did they say today in the 
study hall? He said to him that Rabbi Yohanan said as follows: 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. 
Rabbi Eliezer asked: By inference, can it be inferred from the fact 
that the halakha is in accordance with his opinion that only a 
single authority disagrees with him? 


Rabbi Asi answered: Yes, and so it was taught in the following 
baraita: Ifa woman was eager to go to her father’s house and did 
not remain with her husband during his final days, or if she was 
angry with her husband and they separated, or if her husband 
was elderly or sick and could not father children, or if she was 
sick, or barren, or an elderly woman, or a minor, or a sexually 
underdeveloped woman who is incapable of bearing children,’ 
or a woman who was unfit to give birth for any other reason, or 
if her husband was imprisoned in jail, or if she had miscarried 
after the death of her husband, so that there is no longer any 
concern that she might be pregnant from him, all these women 
must wait three months" before remarrying or even becoming 
betrothed; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir, who maintains 
that this decree applies to all women, even when the particular 
situation renders it unnecessary. In all these cases Rabbi Yosei 
permits the woman to be betrothed and to marry immediately. 


The Gemara resumes its question: Why do I need Rabbi Yohanan 
to state that the halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Yosei? Didn’t 
you say: In a dispute between Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yosei, the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, and 
therefore the halakha should be in accordance with him here as 
well? This implies that the principle is not to be relied upon. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: What is the difficulty here? 
Perhaps this ruling comes to exclude what Rav Nahman said 
that Shmuel said: Although there are many cases in which the 
halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, 
nonetheless, the halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Meir with 
respect to his decrees," i.e., in those cases where he imposed a 
restriction in a particular case due to its similarity to another case. 
For this reason Rabbi Yohanan had to say that the halakha here is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, notwithstanding 
its opposition to Rabbi Meir’s decree. 
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Rather, the proof that these principles do not apply is from that 
which was taught in the following baraita: One may go to a fair of 
idolatrous gentiles" and buy animals, slaves, and maidservants 
from them," as the purchase raises them to a more sanctified state; 
and he may buy houses, fields, and vineyards from them, due to 
the mitzva to settle Eretz Yisrael; and he may write the necessary 
deeds and confirm them in their gentile courts" with an official 
seal, even though this involves an acknowledgement of their author- 
ity, because it is as though he were rescuing his property from 
their hands, as the court’s confirmation and stamp of approval 
prevents the sellers from appealing the sale and retracting it. 


And if he is a priest, he may become ritually impure by going 
outside Eretz Yisrael, where the earth and air are impure, in order 
to litigate with them and to contest their claims. And just as a priest 
may become ritually impure by going outside Eretz Yisrael, so 
may he become ritually impure for this purpose by entering into 
a cemetery. 


The Gemara interrupts its presentation of the baraita to express 
surprise at this last ruling: Can it enter your mind to say that a priest 
may enter a cemetery? This would make him ritually impure by 
Torah law. How could the Sages permit a priest to become ritually 
impure by Torah law? 


Rather, the baraita is referring to an area where there is uncer- 
tainty with regard to the location of a grave or a corpse [beit 
haperas], owing to the fact that a grave had been unwittingly plowed 
over, and the bones may have become scattered throughout the field. 
Such a field imparts ritual impurity only by rabbinic law. 


The baraita continues: And a priest may likewise become ritually 
impure and leave Eretz Yisrael in order to marry a woman or to 
study Torah there. Rabbi Yehuda said: When does this allowance 
apply? When he cannot find a place to study in Eretz Yisrael. But 
if the priest can find a place to study in Eretz Yisrael, he may not 
become ritually impure by leaving the country." 


Rabbi Yosei says: Even when he can find a place to study Torah in 
Eretz Yisrael, he may also leave the country and become ritually 
impure, because 


a person does not merit to learn from everyone, and it is possible 

that the only suitable teacher for him lives outside of Eretz Yisrael. 
And Rabbi Yosei reported in support of his position: It once hap- 
pened that Yosef the priest went to his teacher in Tzeidan, outside 

Eretz Yisrael, to learn Torah, although the preeminent Sage of his 

generation, Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai, lived in Eretz Yisrael. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said about this: The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. The Gemara asks: Why was it 
necessary for Rabbi Yohanan to issue this ruling? Didn’t you say: 
In disputes between Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei, the halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, and so it should 
be obvious that this halakha is in accordance with his opinion? Ap- 
parently, this principle is not accepted. 


Abaye said: It was nonetheless necessary to issue this ruling, , it 
could have entered your mind to say that this principle applies 
only with regard to disputes in the Mishna. But with regard to 
disputes in a baraita, say no, the principle does not apply. Therefore, 
Rabbi Yohanan is teaching us that the halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei in this case as well." 


HALAKHA 

Going to a fair of gentiles — ay ayn: One is per- 
mitted to go to a market fair held in honor of idolatry 
in order to purchase things from the local farmers, es- 
pecially if refraining from doing so would cause him 
significant financial loss. However, he may not buy from 
a merchant at such a fair, since part of his profits go to 
idolatry (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 149:3). 


When may a priest become ritually impure - 3AW 02 
KWT ab: A priest is permitted to become ritually 
impure with rabbinic impurity if he walks in an area 
where there is uncertainty with regard to the location 
of a grave or a corpse [beit haperas], or if he leaves Eretz 
Yisrael in order to marry a woman, learn Torah, or fulfill 
other mitzvot that he cannot perform in Eretz Yisrael 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 372:1). 


NOTES 
Buy animals...from them - mana yga onpi: An alter- 
nate rationale for this leniency is that animals and slaves 
and the other items listed here are not always readily 
available. The Sages waived their decrees in such cases 
of loss or irretrievable opportunity (Ritva). 


Confirm in their courts - hw nixawa myn: The 
Sages prohibited litigation in gentile courts, even 
where they judge according to Jewish law, because 
this belittles the Jewish court and honors the gentile 
one. However, it is permitted in a case where the issue 
is of special importance. 


NOTES 


In the Mishna but not in a baraita - bax mwa 
xoma xb: Rashi explains that it is possible that the 
opinions were reversed in a baraita, since baraitot were 
not always transmitted precisely. Elsewhere, the Sages 
express the concern not only about a reversal of the 
teachings, but also about a general lack of accuracy and 
inexact citation of the words of tanna‘im. Consequently, 
the principles with regard to the Mishna do not always 
apply to the baraitot, even when the identity of the 
author is established. It is also possible that a principle 
was stated that takes into account everything stated 
in the mishnayot, whereas there is no way of knowing 
everything stated in all of the baraitot. 
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HALAKHA 
Objects that belong to a gentile — ‘133 »¥dM: Objects 
that belong to a gentile establish residence in the spot 
where they are located, and it is permitted for a Jew to 


move them only two thousand cubits in each direction, 


in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan and 
the conclusion of the Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 401). 
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Since no proofhas been found to support Rav Mesharshiya’s state- 
ment that there are no principles for issuing halakhic rulings, the 
Gemara emends his statement. Rather, this is what Rav Me- 
sharshiya is saying: These principles were not accepted by all 
authorities, as in fact Rav did not accept these principles, as 
demonstrated above. 


The Gemara returns to addressing acquisition of residence. Rav 
Yehuda said that Shmuel said: Objects belonging to a gentile 
do not acquire residence and do not have a Shabbat limit, either 
on their own account or due to the ownership of the gentile. Ac- 
cordingly, ifthey were brought into a town from outside its limits, 
a Jew may carry them two thousand cubits in each direction. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion was this 
statement made? If you say that it was made in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis, it is obvious. Now, if unclaimed ob- 
jects, which do not have owners, do not acquire residence, is it 
necessary to say that a gentile’s objects, which have an owner, 
do not acquire residence? 


Rather, this statement must have been made in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, and Shmuel is teaching 
us that when we say that Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri said that ob- 
jects acquire residence, this applies only to unclaimed objects, 
which have no owners; but it does not apply to objects belonging 
to a gentile, which have owners. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita. Rabbi Shimon 
ben Elazar says: With regard to a Jew who borrowed a utensil 
from a gentile on a Festival, and similarly with regard to a Jew 
who lent a utensil to a gentile on the eve of a Festival and the 
gentile returned it to him on the Festival, and likewise utensils 
or bins that acquired residence within the city’s Shabbat limit, 
in all these cases the utensils have, i.e., can be moved, two thou- 
sand cubits in each direction. But if a gentile brought the Jew 
produce from outside the Shabbat limit, the Jew may not move 
it from its place. 


Granted if you say that Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri holds that 
objects that belong to a gentile acquire residence, one can say 
that this baraita is in accordance with whose opinion? It is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, that even 
a gentile’s objects acquire residence. 


However, if you say that Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri holds that 
objects belonging to a gentile do not acquire residence, in 
accordance with whose opinion is this baraita? It is neither in 
accordance with that of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri nor that of the 
Rabbis. 


The Gemara answers: Actually, say that Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri 

holds that a gentile’s objects acquire residence, and that Shmu- 
el, who said that they do not acquire residence, spoke in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis. And with regard to that 

which you said, that according to the opinion of the Rabbis, it 
is obvious that a gentile’s objects do not acquire residence, so this 

ruling need not have been stated at all. The Gemara answers: That 
is incorrect, as you might have said that the Sages should issue a 

decree in the case of gentile owners that his objects acquire resi- 
dence in his location and that they may not be carried beyond two 

thousand cubits from that spot, lest people carry objects belong- 
ing to a Jewish owners beyond their two-thousand-cubit limit. 
Therefore, it is teaching us that no decree was issued. 


Rav Hiyya bar Avin, however, said that Rabbi Yohanan said: 
Objects that belong to a gentile" indeed acquire residence, due 
to the aforementioned decree issued in the case of gentile owners 
due to the case of Jewish owners. 
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The Gemara relates that certain rams were brought to the 
town of Mavrakhta on Shabbat. Rava permitted the resi- 
dents of Mehoza to purchase them" and take them home, 
although Mavrakhta was outside the Shabbat limit of Mehoza 
and could be reached by the residents of Mehoza only by way 
of an eiruv of Shabbat limits. 


Ravina said to Rava: What is your reasoning in permitting 
these rams? You must rely upon that which Rav Yehuda said 
that Shmuel said: Objects belonging to a gentile do not 
acquire residence, and so they are permitted even if they were 
brought to Mehoza from outside the Shabbat limit. 


Isn’t the principle, in disputes between Shmuel and Rabbi 
Yohanan, that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan? And Rav Hiyya bar Avin already said that 
Rabbi Yohanan said: Objects that belong to a gentile ac- 
quire residence, based on a decree in the case of a gentile 
owner, due to the case of a Jewish owner. The halakha is in 
accordance with his opinion. 


Rava reconsidered and said: Let the rams be sold only to the 
residents of Mavrakhta." Although the rams acquired resi- 
dence, and may be moved only four cubits as they were taken 
beyond their Shabbat limit, the legal status of all Mavrakhta 
is like four cubits for them. However, they may not be sold 
to the residents of Mehoza, as the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan." 


Rabbi Hiyya taught a baraita: A water-filled ditch [herem]" 
that lies between two Shabbat limits requires 


an iron partition to divide it into two separate areas, so that 
the residents of both places may draw water from it." Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, would laugh at this teaching," 
as he deemed it unnecessary. 


The Gemara asks: Why did Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, 
laugh? If you say that it is because Rabbi Hiyya taught the 

baraita stringently, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 

Yohanan ben Nuri, saying that ownerless objects acquire a 
place of residence, and Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina 

holds leniently, in accordance with the opinion of the Rab- 
bis and says that those objects do not acquire residence, this 

is difficult. Just because he holds leniently, does he laugh at 

one who teaches stringently? 


Rather, he must have laughed for a different reason, as it was 
taught in a baraita: Flowing rivers and streaming springs are 
like the feet of all people, as the water did not acquire resi- 
dence in any particular spot. Consequently, one who draws 
water from rivers and springs may carry it wherever he is 
permitted to walk, even if it had previously been located out- 
side his Shabbat limit. According to Rabbi Yosei, son of Rab- 
bi Hanina, the same halakha should apply to the water in the 
ditch. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: No proof can be brought 
from this ruling concerning rivers and springs, as perhaps 
we are dealing here with a ditch of still, collected water that 
belongs exclusively to the residents of that particular place. 


NOTES 


Acquisition on Shabbat - nawa p3p: The commentaries discuss 
the problematic aspect of the story itself: How could Rava have 
permitted buying and selling on Shabbat? Some commentaries 
answer that this case is not a standard purchase. Rather, shepherds 
who were well known to the locals entered the town and left vari- 
ous items in the possession of their Jewish acquaintances, without 
settling accounts on that day. The assumption is that the decree 
that prohibits buying and selling does not apply in that case (Meiri 
Rav Ya'akov Emden). 


To the residents of Mavrakhta — xm37373 nab: The assumption 
must be that these gentiles intended to bring the rams to the resi- 
dents of Mehoza, rather than Mavrakhta. This is because most au- 
thorities rule that a Jew may not utilize an object that was brought 
for him from outside the city, even if the whole city is considered 
like four cubits (Rashba). 


Water-filled ditch [herem] - nim: Several explanations have been 
offered for this word (see Tosafot). One possibility is that the cor- 
rect word is heres, meaning a trench [haritz], with the letter tzaddi 
interchanged with the letter samekh. However, most commentaries 
maintain that the word herem is the correct version. According to 
some, the word herem refers to a fishing net; a water trench is called 
a herem because they would catch fish in it (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 
According to others, it is derived from the verse:“One who is harum 
or long-limbea" (Leviticus 21:18), in which the word harum means 
sunken; and a sunken portion of the ground is also referred to as 
herem (Geon Ya'akov). 


HALAKHA 
The objects of a gentile in a city - va 7933 »¥DM: Ifa gentile brings 
objects from outside the Shabbat limit to a city that is enclosed for 
the purpose of residence, it is permitted for a Jew to carry these 
objects within the city, in accordance with Rava's opinion (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 401). 


NOTES 
A water-filled ditch between Shabbat limits - 9na paw oan 
naw: According to some commentaries, Rabbi Hiyya maintains 
that going beyond the Shabbat limits is prohibited by Torah law. 
Consequently, a suspended partition is insufficient in that case, 
unlike the case of other water, where the carrying is prohibited by 
rabbinic law. Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina, however, maintains that going 
beyond the Shabbat limits is prohibited by rabbinic law. Therefore, 
a suspended partition suffices (Kehillot Ya'akov). 


Laugh at this - my “yma: This expression, as an expression of 
objection to a particular opinion, is characteristic of Rabbi Yosei bar 
Hanina. It is stated in tractate Sanhedrin (17b): They laughed about 
this in the West, i.e., in Eretz Yisrael. Presumably, the reference there 
is to Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina. 
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NOTES 


A ditch requires it, but there is no remedy — pg J 
Tmp 5: This expression appears in several places. The 
point is that when the Gemara uses the word requires 
it does not always mean that doing so is necessarily 
feasible in practice. Rather, it occasionally means that 
in principle a certain action is necessary. However, since 
it is impossible to perform that action, the matter in 
question remains prohibited. 


HALAKHA —————————————— 
To walk and to carry - bubuh shat: All people are 
permitted to walk and to carry objects within four 
cubits in the public domain, under all circumstances. 
However, the early and later commentaries dispute the 
exact measurement of these four cubits. With regard 
o walking, some authorities teach that the four cubits 
are measured with the person located at their center 
(Rema, citing the Tur). This ruling is in accordance with 
he statement of Rabbi Eliezer in the beginning of this 
mishna, which is the statement by the unattributed 
tanna cited before Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Eliezer states 
hat since a total of four cubits are permitted, only two 
cubits are permitted in each direction (Magen Avraham, 
see the Vilna Gaon). The Rema, citing Rabbi Zerahya Ha- 
Levi and the Rashba, rules that he may walk four cubits 
in each direction, meaning that his limit is eight by eight 
cubits. This is in accordance with the opinion of the first 
tanna who disagrees with Rabbi Yehuda, who is lenient. 
With regard to carrying, four cubits and their diagonal 
are permitted (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 397:1). 
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Rather, Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, must have laughed for a 
different reason, because Rabbi Hiyya taught in his baraita that the 
ditch requires an iron partition to divide it into two separate sections. 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, argued: Why is a partition of reeds 
different, that we should say it is not effective in that case? Apparently, 
it is because water enters it and passes from one limit to the other. But 
this is difficult, as even in the case of a partition of iron, water enters it 
and passes from one limit to another, as it cannot be hermetically sealed. 
If so, what does the iron accomplish that the reeds do not accomplish? 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Perhaps the baraita is saying as follows: 
A water-filled ditch that lies between two Shabbat limits requires an 
iron partition to divide it into two separate sections. But there is no 
remedy," because it is impossible to hermetically seal a partition ofthat 
kind, and therefore its water may not be used. 


Rather, you must say that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, laughed 
at Rabbi Hiyya’s teaching for a different reason, because the Sages were 
lenient with regard to water. The Rabbis said that a minimal partition 
suffices in the case of water. Consequently, there should be no need for 
an iron partition. 


This is similar to the case involving Rabbi Tavla, as Rabbi Tavla asked 
of Rav: Does a suspended partition, i.e., a partition that is suspended 
and does not reach the ground, permit carrying in a ruin? Do we say 
that the remnants of the walls that are suspended in the air are consid- 
ered as though they descend to the ground and close off the area, so that 
it is regarded as a private domain? 


Rav said to him: A suspended partition of this kind permits carrying 
only in the case of water, as the Sages were lenient with regard to 

water. Just as the Sages were lenient about water with respect to a sus- 
pended partition, so too they should be lenient here and not require an 

iron partition; rather, a minimal partition should suffice, even one made 

of reeds. 


The mishna taught: And the Rabbis say that if a person is sleeping at 
the onset of Shabbat and has no intention of acquiring residence in his 
location, he has only four cubits, whereas Rabbi Yehuda says he can 
walk four cubits in any direction he chooses. The Gemara asks: What 
is the dispute? The opinion of Rabbi Yehuda is the same as that of the 
first tanna, i.e., the Rabbis. 


Rava said: There is a practical difference between them, as the Rabbis 
permit him to carry in an area of eight by eight cubits. Rabbi Yehuda 
maintains that he has only four cubits, in the direction of his choosing, 
whereas according to the Rabbis he has four cubits in every direction, 
which totals an area of eight by eight cubits. That was also taught ex- 
plicitly in a baraita: He has eight by eight cubits; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Meir, which is the opinion of the Rabbis of the mishna. 


And Rava further stated: This dispute between Rabbi Meir and Rabbi 
Yehuda relates only to walking, but as for carrying" objects, all agree 
that to carry them four cubits is indeed permitted; but to carry them 
more than that is not. 


The Gemara inquires about the basis of this law: These four cubits 
within which a person is always permitted to walk on Shabbat, where 
are they written in the Torah? 


The Gemara answers: As it was taught in a baraita: The verse “Remain 
every man in his place; let no man go out of his place on the seventh 
day” (Exodus 16:29), means one must restrict his movement to an area 
equal to his place. And how much is the area of his place? A person's 
body typically measures three cubits, and an additional cubit is need- 
ed in order to allow him to spread out his hands and feet, this is the 
statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yehuda says: A person’s body mea- 
sures three cubits, and an additional cubit is needed in order to allow 
him to pick up an object from under his feet and place it under his 
head, meaning, to give him room to maneuver. 
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The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between them? 
The Gemara answers: There is a practical difference between them 
in that Rabbi Yehuda provides him with exactly four cubits" but 
no more; whereas Rabbi Meir maintains that we do not restrict him 
in this manner, but rather he is provided with expansive cubits," 
i.e., enough room to spread out his hands and feet, which measures 
slightly more than four cubits. 


Rav Mesharshiya said to his son: When you come before Rav 
Pappa, inquire of him as follows: The four cubits [ammot] men- 
tioned here, do we grant them to each person measured according 
to his own forearm [amma], i.e., the distance from his elbow to 
the tip of his index finger, or do we grant them measured accord- 
ing to the cubit [amma] used for consecrated property, i.e., a 
standard cubit of six medium handbreadths for everyone? 


If he said to you that we provide him four cubits measured ac- 
cording to the standard cubit used for consecrated property, what 

will be with regard to Og, king of the Bashan, who is much larg- 
er than this? And ifhe said to you that we provide him four cubits 

measured according to his own forearm, say to him: Why was 

this halakha not taught together with the other matters whose 

measures are determined by the specific measure of the person 

involved, in the mishna that teaches: These are matters with regard 

to which they stated measures all in accordance with the specific 

measure of the person involved. This means that the measures are 

not fixed, but rather change in accordance with the person in ques- 
tion. If the four cubits are measured according to each person's 

forearm, this law should have been included in the mishna. 


When Rav Mesharshiya’s son came before Rav Pappa, the latter 
said to him: Were we to be so precise," we would not be able to 
learn anything at all, as we would be too busy answering such 
questions. 


In fact, we grant him four cubits measured according to his own 
forearm. And as for that which was difficult for you, why was 
this law not taught in the mishna that teaches: These are matters 
with regard to which they stated measures all in accordance with 
the specific measure of the person involved? It is because this law 
is not absolutely clear-cut. It occasionally must be adjusted, since 
there may be a person whose limbs are small in relation to his 
body. With regard to such a person, we do not measure four cubits 
according to the size of his own forearm, but rather by the standard 
cubits used for consecrated property." 


The mishna taught: If there were two people positioned in a way 
that part of the four cubits of the one were subsumed within the 
four cubits of the other, they each may bring food and eat together 
in the shared area in the middle. Rabbi Shimon likened this case 
to that of three courtyards that open one into another, where the 
two outer courtyards established an eiruv with the middle one. The 
Gemara asks: Why does Rabbi Shimon need to offer an analogy 
and say: To what may this be likened, and thus connect our case 
to a different issue? 


The Gemara explains: This is what Rabbi Shimon said to the Rab- 
bis: After all, to what is this similar? To three courtyards’ that 
open into one another, and that also open into a public domain. 
What is different there that you disagree with me and say that it 
is prohibited to carry from any one courtyard to any other, and 
what is different here that you do not disagree with me? 


And how do the Rabbis reply? There the residents of the court- 
yards are numerous," and some might come to carry objects in a 
place where it is prohibited to do so; whereas here the residents 
are not numerous, and a mere three people can warn each other 
against Shabbat desecration. 


NOTES 
Exact cubits - ninya nia: According to Rashi, Rabbi 
Meir's opinion is the more expansive, whereas Rabbi Ye- 
huda's is more limiting. Other commentaries state the 
opposite: According to Rabbi Meir, an individual is given 
exactly four cubits, whereas Rabbi Yehuda provides him 
a certain extra space beyond the narrow confines of his 
body. Therefore, presumably, a little more is added to the 
our cubits (Rabbeinu Hananel; Rif; Rosh). 


Were we to be so precise — *%7 xb [p71 wx: Rav Me- 
sharshiya did not draw an inference from the wording of 
he mishna itself, but rather from something not stated 
explicitly in the mishna. Consequently, Rav Pappa says 
hat this method of inference should not be followed to 
its conclusion, as there are sometimes stylistic or other 
reasons for something to be omitted from a list. Omission 
rom a list does not constitute absolute proof that the item 
is in a different category than the list items, and an infer- 
ence of this kind sometimes leads to internal contradictions. 


The residents are numerous [avshi] — pra "oyy: 
Rabbeinu Hananel has a version to the opposite effect, 
based on an alternate meaning of the word avshi as noisy, 
rather than numerous. As such, he explains that the resi- 
dents are not noisy in the middle courtyard, because the 
courtyard is so big that its residents rarely hear one another. 
Therefore, if one of them is carrying in a place prohibited 
to him, the others might not know about it. However, with 
regard to the four cubits, the residents are noisy. Three 
people who are crowded within four cubits are aware of 
each other and can hear all of their movements (see Ritva). 


HALAKHA 

Expansive cubits — ninya niay: The four cubits that the 
Sages permit one to walk are spacious ones (Rema). This 
is because, in disputes between Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi 
Meir, the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda (Rif; Rosh); and because the halakha follows 
the lenient opinion with regard to eiruv (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 3971). 

The measurement of cubits — niay nm: The four cubits 
are measured in accordance with one's size. However, one 
whose arms are small relative to the other limbs of his body 
is judged according to regular cubits, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rava (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 397:1). 


BACKGROUND 
Three courtyards — nivyn wow: 


Three courtyards that open into one another and into the public domain 
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NOTES 


The opinions of Rav Yehuda and Rav Sheshet - 31 nw 
Dww ITNT: Most commentaries explain that Rav Sheshet 
accepts the statement of Rav Yehuda, while Rav Yehuda adds 
an additional point contested by Rav Sheshet (see Rashba; 
Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi). Some commentaries, however, state 
that these two opinions are not in conflict with one another. 
Rather, each Sage addresses a particular case, and they agree 
with one another (Meiri). 


The explanation of Rav Yehuda is difficult — mym ab 
Wp: It is important to note that each of these questions ap- 
plies exclusively to the Sage to whom it was addressed. Nev- 
ertheless, it can be asked why one difficulty is raised against 
Rav Yehuda while the other is directed at Rav Sheshet, since 
they both accept the same principle, and presumably the 
same question can be asked of them both. However, the 
difficulty that they all become like the inhabitants of a single 
courtyard poses no problem to Rav Sheshet's approach. By 
putting the eiruv in separate places, the residents of the 
outer courtyards demonstrated that they do not want all the 
courtyards to be considered one courtyard. The same is true 
of the opposite case. The difficulty with regard to residents 
situated in a courtyard is inapplicable to Rabbi Yehuda’s 
approach, since he is of the opinion that it is the members 
of the middle courtyard who are considered as residents of 
the outer ones, rather than the other way around (Ritva). 


HALAKHA 


Three courtyards — nivyn wow: lfthere are three courtyards 
that open one into another and also into the public domain, 
and the outer courtyards each establish an eiruv with the 
inner one but not with each other, all of the residents are 
permitted to carry in each courtyard. However, this is not 
the case if the inhabitants of the middle courtyard place 
one eiruv in one outer courtyard and another eiruv in the 
other outer courtyard, or if both eiruvin are placed in the 
middle courtyard but in two different locations. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, as well 
as with the opinion of Rav Sheshet. Furthermore, since Rav 
accepts the statement of Rav Yehuda while adding to it, the 
halakha is also according to Rav Yehuda (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 3781). 
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The mishna taught: If the residents of the two outer courtyards es- 
tablished an eiruv with the middle one, it is permitted to carry from 
the middle one to the two outer ones, and it is permitted to carry 
from the outer ones to the middle one. And it is prohibited to carry 
from one of the two outer courtyards to the other, as they did not 
establish a joint eiruv. The Gemara asks: Why is it prohibited? Since 
the residents of the outer courtyards established an eiruv with the 
middle one, they are as one, and consequently, they should all be 
permitted with one another. 


Rav Yehuda said: The mishna is referring to a case where the two 
outer courtyards did not place their eiruv in the middle courtyard; 
rather, to a case where the residents of the middle courtyard placed 
its first eiruv in this courtyard and its second eiruv in that courtyard, 
so that the eiruv of each of the other courtyards is not in the middle 
courtyard. 


And Rav Sheshet said: Even if you say that the residents of each 
of the outer courtyards placed their eiruv in the middle courtyard, 
they are still not considered a single courtyard, as we are dealing 
with a case where they placed each eiruv 


in two separate houses, and consequently the two outer courtyards 
do not join together and become as one." 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion did Rav 
Sheshet state that an eiruv placed in two houses, even within the 
same courtyard, does not join the houses together? He must have 
said this in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai, as it was 
taught in a baraita: With regard to five people who collected their 
eiruv and placed it in two separate utensils, even in a single house, 
Beit Shammai say: Their eiruv is not a valid eiruv, as the two parts 
of the eiruv have not been deposited in the same place, and Beit 
Hillel say: Their eiruv is a valid eiruv as long as the entire eiruv was 
deposited in a single domain. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: Even if you say that this is in 
accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, Beit Hillel may have 
stated their opinion only there, with regard to two utensils that 
are located in one house and consequently, they join together. 
However, if the two utensils are located in two separate houses, 
even Beit Hillel agree that the eiruv is not valid. 


Rav Aha, son of Rav Avya, said to Rav Ashi: The explanation of 
Rav Yehuda is difficult" and the explanation of Rav Sheshet is dif- 
ficult. The explanation of Rav Yehuda is difficult, as he said that it 

is speaking about a case where the middle courtyard" put its first 
eiruv in the one courtyard and its second eiruv in the other court- 
yard. However, once the middle courtyard establishes an eiruv 

with one of the outer ones, they are regarded as one, so that when 

it later establishes an eiruv with the other outer courtyard, it acts 

also on behalf of the first outer courtyard, as both of them are 

treated like a single courtyard. 


And the explanation of Rav Sheshet is difficult. Since the two 

outer courtyards placed their respective eiruvin in the middle court- 
yard, all are regarded as residents of the middle courtyard. And since 

each of the outer courtyards placed its eiruv in a different house, the 

case should be treated like that of five people who lived in the same 

courtyard, one of whom forgot and did not join the eiruv, where 

they all prohibit one another to carry in the courtyard. Similarly 
in this case, all should be prohibited to carry in the middle courtyard, 
the residents of the middle courtyard as well as the residents of the 

outer courtyards. 
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Rav Ashi said to him: It is not difficult according to the explanation 

of Rav Yehuda and it is not difficult according to the explanation of 
Rav Sheshet. It is not difficult according to the explanation of Rav 
Yehuda, since the residents of the middle courtyard established an 

eiruv with each of the two outer courtyards, and the residents of the 

two outer courtyards did not establish an eiruv with one another. 
The residents of each of the outer courtyards indicated that it de- 
sired to join with the middle courtyard, but did not desire to join 

with the other outer courtyard. Since the residents of the outer court- 
yards demonstrated that that they did not want to join together and 

form a common eiruv, they cannot be forced to do so. 


And it is not difficult according to the explanation of Rav Sheshet. 
If they said that the people living in the outer courtyards are consid- 
ered as residents of the middle courtyard as a leniency, so that they 
should be permitted to carry in the middle courtyard, does this mean 
that they will say that they are considered residents of the middle 
courtyard also as a stringency," so that they should be prohibited 
from carrying in the middle courtyard as if they live there? 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: This statement in the mishna, that 
objects may be carried from either of the outer courtyards into the 
middle courtyard and also from the middle courtyard into either of 
the outer courtyards, is the statement of, i.e., in accordance with the 
opinion of, Rabbi Shimon. But the Rabbis say: One domain serves 
two domains." That is to say, it is permitted to carry objects from 
either of the outer courtyards into the inner one, as no prohibition 
is imposed upon the outer courtyards, given that both established 
an eiruv with the middle courtyard. But two domains do not serve 
one domain, meaning that it is prohibited to carry objects from the 
middle courtyard into either of the two outer courtyards. The uten- 
sils of the middle courtyard are drawn after the other two, meaning 
that were he to bring them into one of the outer courtyards, he would 
be regarded as having removed them from the other. 


Rav Yehuda relates: When I recited this teaching before Shmuel, he 
said to me: 


This teaching, that carrying objects from either of the outer court- 
yards into the middle courtyard is permitted, is also the statement 
of, i.e., in accordance with, the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. But 
the Rabbis say: All three courtyards are prohibited, that is to say, 
carrying is prohibited from any of the courtyards to any of the others. 


It was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Yehuda, in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel. Rabbi Shimon 
said: To what is this comparable? It is comparable to three court- 
yards that open into one another, and that also open into a public 
domain. If the two outer courtyards established an eiruv with the 
middle one, a resident of one of the outer courtyards may bring food 
from a house in that courtyard and eat it in the middle courtyard, 
and likewise a resident of the other courtyard may bring food from 
a house in that courtyard and eat it in the middle courtyard. And 
similarly, this resident may bring leftovers from the house where he 
ate back into the house in that courtyard, and that resident may 
bring leftovers from the house where he ate back into the house in 
this courtyard. 


However, the Rabbis say: All three courtyards are prohibited. 
Since the residents of the outer courtyards are prohibited to carry 
from one outer courtyard to the other, this results in a place where 
carrying is prohibited, and sucha place prohibits carrying in all three 
courtyards. 


NOTES 


They will say they are residents as a stringency — 112? 
van prs: Tosafot point out that there are occasions 
where the residents of the outer courtyard are consid- 
ered residents of the middle courtyard as a stringency. 
In light of this, the statement should be understood as 
follows: The possibility of prohibiting the members o 
the outer courtyards from carrying in this case results 
from the eiruv that they placed, which apparently is no 
a proper eiruv. If it was a valid eiruv, it should serve as an 
eiruv for all of the residents. If it was an invalid eiruv, i 
should not render the inhabitants of the outer courtyard 
residents of the inner courtyard. As for the example oi 
five residents of one courtyard, the eiruv serves as a leni- 
ency to unite them into one group. However, without an 
eiruv, their very presence there would render it prohib- 
ited for each of them to carry. 


One domain serves two domains — nwawn nn mw 

new mw: Most of the commentaries accept an alter- 
nate reading: One domain serves in two domains. This is 

the version of the geonim, which indicates that residents 

of the middle courtyard are permitted to utilize the outer 
courtyards, whereas the residents of the outer courtyards 

are prohibited to utilize the inner courtyard (Rabbeinu 

Tam in Tosafot; Rif; Rashba; Rosh). Other commentaries 

adopt Rashi’s explanation with a slight variation. They 

prohibit the residents of the middle courtyard from utiliz- 
ing the outer ones. Otherwise, there would be utensils 

in the outer courtyards that would be prohibited to the 

residents of those courtyards, and they would not be 

careful enough about them. Consequently, the Sages 

issued a decree (Ritva). 
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Established an eiruv with the alleyway which they 
were not accustomed to utilizing - FYR DY Aayy 
ja abo: When the residents of the courtyard estab- 
lished a joining of courtyards with the alleyway, which 
they were not accustomed to utilizing, they negated 
their utilization of the other alleyway. That would be 
the case all the more so if the residents established 
an eiruv with the alleyway they were accustomed to 
utilizing (Maharshal). 
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The Gemara notes that Shmuel follows his line of reasoning that he 
used elsewhere, as Shmuel said: With regard to a courtyard that is 
between two alleyways,” if that courtyard established an eiruv with 
both alleyways, it is prohibited with both of them. Since the residents 
of the two alleyways are prohibited to carry from one to the other and 
the eiruv enables the residents of the two alleyways to carry in the 
courtyard, it is prohibited to carry from the courtyard into the alleyways, 
so that the residents of the alleyways do not transfer objects from one 
alleyway to the other via the courtyard. 


If the courtyard did not establish an eiruv with either alleyway, it 
prohibits one to carry in both of them. Since the residents of the 
courtyard were accustomed to utilizing both alleyways and did not 
establish an eiruv with either alleyway, the result is that each alleyway 
has a courtyard that did not establish an eiruv, which prohibits carrying 
from the courtyard into either alleyway. 


If, however, the residents ofthe courtyard were accustomed to utilizing 
only one alleyway, while they are not accustomed to utilizing" one 
alleyway, then with regard to the alleyway which they are accustomed 
to utilizing, itis prohibited to carry there, as the residents of the court- 
yard did not establish an eiruv with it. But with regard to the alleyway, 
which they are not accustomed to utilizing, it is permitted to carry 
there, as the residents of the courtyard are not considered residents of 
that alleyway. 


Rabba bar Rav Huna said: With regard to residents of a courtyard who 
established an eiruv with the alleyway, which they were not accus- 
tomed to utilizing," the alleyway which they were accustomed to 
utilizing is permitted to establish an eiruv on its own without the 
courtyard. The residents of the courtyard have demonstrated their in- 
tention to use the other alleyway, despite their not being accustomed 
to doing so. 


And Rabba bar Rav Huna said that Shmuel said: If the alleyway which 
the residents of the courtyard were accustomed to utilizing established 
an eiruv on its own without the courtyard, while the alleyway which 
they were not accustomed to utilizing did not establish an eiruv, and 
also the courtyard itself did not establish an eiruv with either alleyway, 
we divert the residents of the courtyard to use the alleyway, which they 
are not accustomed to utilizing. This is because there is one alleyway 
in which it is prohibited to carry due to the lack of an eiruv, and a second 
alleyway in which it is permitted to carry; while it is prohibited for the 
residents of the courtyard to carry. As explained above, were they to 
utilize the alleyway which they are accustomed to utilizing, the other 
residents of the alleyway would also be prohibited to carry from their 
courtyards into the alleyway, despite having established an eiruv for their 
own alleyway. However, if they use the other alleyway, the residents of 
that alleyway will not lose anything; since they did not establish an eiruv, 
it is prohibited for them to carry in that alleyway regardless. 


HALAKHA 


Courtyard that is between two alleyways — nixian yw paw aN: 


Accustomed to utilizing and not accustomed to utilizing - 7 aon 


If the residents of a courtyard between two alleyways establish 
an eiruv with both alleyways, the residents are permitted to carry 
into each of the alleyways; and it is permitted to carry from each 
alleyway into the courtyard. However, it is prohibited to carry from 
one alleyway to the other via the courtyard, unless the residents 
of the two alleyways establish an eiruv in the same house in that 
courtyard. That is the ruling because the halakha is not in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Shmuel. Rather, it is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, with regard to courtyards. Therefore, 
in the case of alleyways as well, if the inhabitants of the courtyard 
did not establish an eiruv with each alleyway, it is prohibited to 
carry into either of them (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 386:9). 


Tn PNY: If the residents of a courtyard situated between two 
alleyways do not establish an eiruv with one of the alleyways, 
which they are accustomed to utilize, it is prohibited to carry into 
hat alleyway. If they establish an eiruv with one alleyway, it is 
permitted to carry within the other alleyway. If the inhabitants of 
he alleyway that the residents of the courtyard are accustomed 
o utilizing establish a joining of courtyards for themselves, and 
he inhabitants of neither the courtyard nor the other alleyway 
establish an eiruv, the inhabitants of the courtyard are compelled 
o use the alleyway that does not have an eiruv. If they would uti- 
ize the other alleyway, and thereby prohibit its use, this would be 
behavior characteristic of Sodom, as stated by Shmuel and Rabba 
bar Rav Huna (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 386:9). 
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In a case such as this, one compels another to refrain from behavior 
characteristic of Sodom." We force a person to waive his legal rights 
in order to prevent him from acting in a manner characteristic of the 
wicked city of Sodom. If one denies another use of his possessions, 
even though he would incur no loss or damage by granting use of his 
property, his conduct is considered to be characteristic of Sodom. The 
courts may sometimes compel such a person to waive his legal rights. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: With regard to one who is par- 
ticular about his eiruv,"" i.e., that the other people should not eat of 
the food he contributed, his eiruv is not a valid eiruv. After all, what 
is its name? Joining [eiruv] is its name, indicating that it must be 
jointly owned [me'urav] by all the participants in the eiruv. If one 
person does not allow the other participants to eat of it, it does not 
belong to all of them and cannot be called an eiruv. 


Rabbi Hanina said: Even in that case, his eiruv is a valid eiruv, how- 
ever, that person is called one of the men of Vardina.’ The men of 
Vardina were renowned misers, meaning that he is considered to be 
like them. 


Rav Yehuda also said that Shmuel said: With regard to one who 
divides his eiruv" into two parts, his eiruv is not a valid eiruv. This is 
for the aforementioned reason that, by definition, an eiruv needs to 
be indicative of joining, and this eiruv is separated into different parts. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion did Shmuel 
state this teaching? Could it be in accordance with the opinion of 
Beit Shammai, as it was taught in a baraita: With regard to five 
people who collected their eiruv and placed it in two separate uten- 
sils, Beit Shammai say: This is not a valid eiruv, whereas Beit Hillel 
say: This is an eiruv. It does not stand to reason that Shmuel would 
follow Beit Shammai, whose opinion is not accepted as normative law. 


The Gemara answers: Even if you say that Shmuel stated his opinion 
in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, Beit Hillel stated their 
opinion only there, where the first utensil was filled and there was 
still some food left over, and therefore, some of the leftover food had 
to be placed in a second utensil. But where they divided it from the 
outset, even Beit Hillel agree that the eiruv is not valid. 


The Gemara asks: Why do I need two rulings that are based on the 
same principle, i.e., that an eiruv must demonstrate joining? The Ge- 
mara answers: Both rulings were necessary. As, had the Gemara 
taught us the ruling only there, with regard to one who is particular 
about his eiruv, one might have said that the eiruv is not valid because 
the person is particular and expressly does not desire that his eiruv 
be eaten by others. However here, with regard to one who divides 
the eiruv into different parts, one might say that his portion should 
not be considered as separated from the rest. 


And had the Gemara taught us the ruling only here, with regard to 
one who divides his eiruv, one might have said that the eiruv is not 
valid because he divided it up, thereby physically separating himself 
from the others. However there, with regard to one who is particular 
about his eiruv, one might say that his portion should not be consid- 
ered as separated from the rest, since no act of separation was per- 
formed. Consequently, both rulings were necessary. 


Rabbi Abba said to Rav Yehuda in the olive press in Rav Zakkai’s 
house: Did Shmuel actually say that in the case of one who divides 
his eiruv, it is not a valid eiruv? Didn’t Shmuel say elsewhere: The 
house in which the eiruv is placed" need not contribute bread for 
the eiruv. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this ruling? Is it 
not because Shmuel maintains that since there is bread lying in a 
basket somewhere in the house, it is regarded as if it were placed 
here with the rest of the eiruv? Here too, one should say that since 
the bread is placed in a basket, i.e., in one of the two utensils contain- 
ing the eiruv, it is regarded as if it were placed here with the rest of 
the eiruv. 


NOTES 

One compels another to refrain from behavior char- 
acteristic of Sodom - nib N73 by paja: This coercion 
does not apply only in cases where the person does 
not lose anything. The Sages sometimes insisted that, 
for the public good, a person not establish an eiruv. This 
was true even if, according to the letter of the law, he 
could do so (Josafot). 


One who is particular about his eiruv — by Tapan 
jarvy: Some commentaries explain that this refers to 
one who contributed his portion of the eiruv unwill- 
ingly, rather than freely. Since he is not pleased about 
the existence of the eiruv, there is a concern that he 
did not participate properly in establishing it, as is re- 
quired (Meiri). 


The men of Vardina — KYI Was: The Arukh explains 
that the residents of Vardina were known for being 
miserly. They would be particular with one another, 
even with regard to the difference between a large loaf 
of bread and a small one. 


HALAKHA 
One who is particular about his eiruv — by tapan 
jarvy: If one is particular that others not eat of his eiruv, 
he invalidates the eiruv. This is in accordance with the 
opinion of Shmuel, which is supported by the baraita 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 366:5). 


One who divides his eiruv - iny nx phina: If one 
separates his eiruv from the other eiruvin, he invalidates 
he eiruv, unless one utensil is filled and part of the eiruv 
is placed in a different utensil, as stated by Shmuel 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 366:4). 


The house in which the eiruv is placed - wma ma 
vy ja: The residents of the house in which the eiruv is 
placed are not required to contribute bread, as stated by 
Shmuel (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 366:3). 
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NOTES 

Establishment of an eiruv with a ma'a - nyna pawn py: The 
early commentaries point out that, even if an eiruv works on 
the principle of acquisition, it is not clear that one can establish 
an eiruv with a ma'a, since courtyards and houses cannot be 
acquired in this manner. However, it can be argued that if bread 
can be utilized for an eiruy, it should also be possible to establish 
an eiruv with a ma'a, which can certainly be used for making 
purchases (Meiri). 

A utensil and less than the value of a peruta - mwa nina be 
mons: Some early commentaries read these two details as a 
single case, i.e., a utensil worth less than a peruta (Rabbeinu 
Hananel and others). Most commentaries maintain that there is 
no difference between a utensil worth a peruta and one worth 
less, since it can be used as long as it has any value at all (see 
Rashba; Meiri). 


HALAKHA 

Joining of courtyards - niin ary: An eiruv functions to es- 
tablish residence and, therefore, it need not be worth a peruta. 
Nevertheless, it cannot be established with a utensil. In addition, 
a minor can collect the eiruv (Rashi),and it is even possible to 
establish an eiruv in a minor's house (Josafot). Because the ha- 
lakha is in accordance with Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion in disputes 
with Shmuel, and since Rabba's opinion is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabba. In addition, the Gemara’s discussion 
seems to be in accordance with Rabba's opinion (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 366:3). 
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Rav Yehuda said to him: There Shmuel validates the eiruv 
although there is no bread in the house in which the eiruv is 
deposited. And what is the reason for his ruling? It is because 
by placing food in a particular house, all the residents of the 
courtyard are regarded as living here. Therefore, those living in 
that house need not contribute bread for the eiruv, as they are 
certainly residents of the house. 


Shmuel said: An eiruv that is deposited in a house is effective 
due to the principle of acquisition, as each person who contrib- 
utes a portion of food acquires the right to a certain use of the 
residence and is considered one ofits residents. 


And ifyou say: Why then can one not acquire this right through 
payment ofa coin such as a ma'a, but rather only through bread?" 
It is because a ma'a is not always available on Shabbat eve, as 
many people spend all of their available money for the necessities 
of Shabbat, and it is difficult to find money available at that hour. 


The Gemara asks: If so, according to Shmuel’s opinion, in a 

case where he established an eiruv with money, it should none- 
theless acquire, i.e., be valid. According to his opinion, there is 

no fundamental reason to invalidate the acquisition of rights 

in the residence through the payment of money, yet there is no 

indication that this position is valid. 


The Gemara answers: Even Shmuel did not permit one to estab- 
lish an eiruv with money, due to a decree lest people say that a 
maa is essential, and sometimes a ma'a will not be available, 
and they will not come to prepare an eiruv with bread, and the 
halakhic category of eiruv will be forgotten. 


Rabba disagreed with Shmuel and said: An eiruvis effective due 
to the principle of residence. Each person who contributes a 
portion of food is considered as ifhe resides, for that Shabbat, in 
the residence in which the food is deposited." 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical, halakhic difference be- 
tween these two understandings? The Gemara answers: There 
is a practical difference between them with regard to the ques- 
tion of whether an eiruv may be established with a utensil. If 
an eiruv is effective based on the principle of acquisition, in 
accordance with the opinion of Shmuel, then one should be able 
to establish an eiruv with a utensil; whereas, this would not 
constitute a valid eiruv, according to the opinion of Rabba. 


And another practical difference between them is with regard to 
whether an eiruv may be established with food that is less than 
the value of a peruta. According to Shmuel’s opinion, this would 
not be a valid eiruv, as there is no acquisition with something less 
than the value of a peruta; whereas according to Rabba’s opinion, 
since an eiruv is effective by establishing a person’s residence, 
this can be done even with an amount of food worth less than a 
peruta. 


And there is another practical difference between them with re- 
gard to the question whether a minor may collect the eiruv from 
the residents of the courtyard and deposit it in one of the houses. 
According to Shmuel’s opinion, this would not be a valid eiruv, 
for a minor cannot serve as an agent to effect acquisition, where- 
as according to Rabba’s opinion, the eiruv is valid, as the food 
itself establishes the common residence for all the residents. 
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Abaye said to Rabba: It is difficult according to your opinion 
that an eiruv is effective based on the principle of residence, and 
it is difficult according to the opinion of Shmuel that it is effec- 
tive based on the principle of acquisition. As it was taught in a 
baraita: With regard to five people who collected their eiruv, 
when they take their eiruv elsewhere, in order to establish an 
eiruv together with another courtyard, one person may take it 
there for all of them." This indicates that it is only that person 
who acquires rights, and nobody else, and it is only that person 
who gains residence, and nobody else. In that case, how can the 
others rely on this eiruv? 


Rabba said to him: It is neither difficult according to my opinion, 
nor is it difficult according to the opinion of Shmuel, as, the 
person who takes the eiruv acts as an agent, effecting acquisition 
or determining residence on behalf of all of them. 


With regard to the case of the three courtyards addressed above, 
Rabba said that Rav Hama bar Gurya said that Rav said: The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon that 
it is permitted to carry from the middle courtyard into either of 
the two outer ones; and vice versa, however, it is prohibited to 
carry from one outer courtyard to the other. 


MI S H N A With regard to one who was coming along 


the way on Shabbat eve, and it grew dark 
while he was traveling,” and he was familiar with a tree" or a 
fence located two thousand cubits from his current location, and 
two thousand cubits from his house, and he said: My residence 
is beneath that tree, rather than in his present location, he has 
not said anything, as he did not establish a fixed location as his 
residence. 


If, however, he said: My residence is at the tree’s trunk, he ac- 
quired residence there, and he may therefore walk from the place 
he is standing to the trunk of the tree two thousand cubits away, 
and from the trunk of the tree to his house, an additional two 
thousand cubits. Consequently, he walks after nightfall a total 
of four thousand cubits." 


If one is not familiar with a tree or any other noticeable landmark, 
or if he is not an expert in the halakha,’ unaware that residence 
can be established from a distance, and he said: My residence is 
at my current location," then his presence at his current location 
acquires for him the right to walk two thousand cubits in each 
direction. 


The manner in which the two thousand cubits are measured is the 
subject of a tannaitic dispute. These cubits are measured circu- 
larly, i.e., as a circle with a radius of two thousand cubits; this is 
the statement of Rabbi Hanina ben Antigenos. And the Rabbis 
say: These are measured squarely, i.e., as a square tablet," with 
each side measuring four thousand cubits, so that he gains the 
corners. He is permitted to walk from the middle to the corners 
of the square as well, a distance of approximately 2,800 cubits." 


And this is the meaning of that which the Sages said: The pauper 
establishes an eiruv with his feet, i.e., one who does not have the 

bread required to establish an eiruv may walk anywhere within 

his Shabbat limit and declare: This is my residence, and his Shab- 
bat limit is measured from that location. Rabbi Meir said: We 

have this leniency in effect only for a pauper, who does not have 

food for two meals. However, one who has bread may only estab- 
lish residence with bread. Rabbi Yehuda says: This leniency is in 

effect for both a pauper and a wealthy person. The Sages said 

that one establishes an eiruv with bread only in order to be le- 
nient with the wealthy person, so that he need not exert himself 
and go out and establish an eiruv with his feet. Instead, he can 

appoint an agent to place bread for him in that location. This, 
however, does not negate the option of personally going to that 

location in order to establish residence without bread. 


NOTES —————_——— 
One person may take it there for all of them — pin y 
throb: This means that the one taking the eiruv need not 
consult with the other parties to the eiruv to tell them where 
he will be placing their shared eiruv. Although it is reason- 
able to say that if one acts on his own accord, the place 
of residence should be established only for him, Rabba 
responds that he is acting as an agent for all parties to the 
eiruv. Even if the others are unaware of what he is doing, he 
is their agent (Meiri). 


And it grew dark while he was traveling - b mawm: Rab- 
beinu Yehonatan fills in the details of this case: As night 
approached, this tired traveler was reluctant to exert himself 
and continue walking. Instead, he decided to sleep or rest 
in that location until after nightfall. 


And he was familiar with a tree - fons VATT: In this con- 
text, the Hebrew term does not mean that he recognizes 
the tree and can identify it. Rather, this person is aware of 
the existence of a particular tree, even if he cannot see it 
(Geon Ya'akov). 


Or if he is not expert in the halakha - aJa PI VRY İN: 

In this case, he did not establish his residence in error. Rather, 
there is no doubt that he established his residence in his 
present location. It is only if he was proximate to an inhab- 
ited area that one could claim that he erroneously acquired 
residence outside the town (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


As a square tablet - nyan Khawa: These extra words 
indicate that there is no need for absolute precision in this 
regard. Rather, it suffices if it is almost squared, like a tablet 
that one squares to the extent that he can although the 
result is not a perfect square (Rambam's Commentary on 
the Mishna). 


HALAKHA 


Rest in a particular location — nD DIpaa AAW: One 
who was walking along the road before nightfall on Friday 
and said: Let my residence be alongside that tree trunk, or if 
he mentioned any other specific location within two thou- 
sand cubits of his current location, establishes residence in 
that place and may walk an additional two thousand cubits 
from there (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 409:1). 


My residence is at my current location — ipaa naw: 
If one says, let my residence be in my current location, he 
establishes residence there, and he may walk two thousand 
cubits in all directions (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 397:1). 


The measure of two thousand cubits - max mdr IPW: 
When the Sages spoke of two thousand cubits, they did 
not refer to a circle with a radius of two thousand cubits. 
Rather, they ruled that one is permitted to walk within a 
square-shaped area, which is four thousand cubits on each 
side. In that way, he gains the right to walk in the area in the 
corners (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 399:10). 
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HALAKHA 

My residence is beneath the tree — joa DnAnyaw: If 
one establishes residence in a location lacking clearly de- 
marcated boundaries and which is more than four cubits 
wide, e.g., beneath a tree, if part of the tree is more than 
wo thousand cubits away from his current location, he 
did not establish residence there. If the entire tree is within 
wo thousand cubits, he acquired residence beneath the 
ree. However, the two thousand cubits from the tree 
are measured from the far side of the tree. The halakha, 
herefore, is stringent in both regards, as stated by Shmuel, 
because the baraita supports Rashi’s understanding of 
Shmuel's opinion. The Rambam and the Rif have a differ- 
ent understanding of Shmuel's opinion. They rule that if 
he did not establish his place of residence in a particular 
ocation beneath the tree, he establishes residence in his 
present location and is prohibited to proceed any farther 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 409:11). 


———————_ NOTES 

Shmuel's opinion - bnw mww: Rashi cites two expla- 
nations of Shmuel’s opinion. The Rambam interprets this 
differently, and explains Shmuel opinion in the following 
manner. The person said nothing with regard to going to 
his house, and therefore did not establish residence be- 
neath the tree at all. Instead, he established his residence 
in his present location. By failing to specify a particular 
location, itis as though he said nothing, and his residence 
is where he is standing (Maggid Mishne; see Meiri). 


Perek IV 
Dafs50 Amuda 


NOTES 


Not precisely defined - obi Kbt: This principle is sig- 
nificant primarily with regard to the halakhot of Shab- 
bat boundaries. However, even though the tanna'im 
disagreed with regard to consecrations and vows, the 
halakha is that an object that is not defined can be conse- 
crated. Therefore, Abaye did not raise an objection to the 
first version of Rabba's opinion (Geon Ya'akov). 


Simultaneously — nn n323: Rabba's opinion with regard 
to two matters taking effect simultaneously appears to 
be that this concept is moot, as no two phenomena can 
occur at precisely the same time. Therefore, simultaneity 
is merely uncertainty which of two events that occurred 
consecutively was first, as it is impossible to determine the 
actual order of events. 
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GEMARA We learned in the mishna that one who 


declares his intention to establish residence 
beneath a tree, without specifying the precise location, has not said 
anything. The Gemara asks: What is the precise meaning of he has 
not said anything? 


Rav said: He has not said anything at all, and has failed to establish 
residence anywhere, and he may not even go to the place beneath 
that tree. His failure to specify a particular location prevents him 
from establishing residence beneath the tree. The fact that he sought 
to establish residence someplace other than his present location 
prevents him from establishing residence at his present location. 
Accordingly, he may walk no more than four cubits from the place 
that he is standing. 


And Shmuel said: He has not said anything with regard to going 
to his home, if it is two thousand cubits past the tree; however, with 
regard to the area beneath the tree," if its bough is entirely within 
two thousand cubits of his present location he may indeed go 
there." 


And when we learned in the mishna that he did not establish resi- 
dence, it means that the legal status of the area beneath the tree 
becomes comparable to both a donkey driver, who walks behind 
the animal and prods it, and a camel driver, who walks before the 
animal and leads it in the sense that the tree is pulling him in both 
directions. Since he did not specify a particular location as his resi- 
dence, any part of the area beneath the tree could be the place where 
he established residence. 


Therefore, if he comes to measure two thousand cubits from the 

north of the tree in order to ascertain whether or not he may go to 

his home, because of the uncertainty with regard to the precise loca- 
tion where he established residence, one measures the distance for 
him stringently from the south. And likewise if he comes to mea- 
sure the distance to his home from the south, one measures the 

distance for him from the north. 


Rabba said: What is the reason for Rav’s statement that one who 
declares his intention to establish residence beneath a tree has said 
nothing at all? It is because the place he designated is not pre- 
cisely defined." Since he did not establish his residence in one 
particular location, he did not establish it at all. 


And some say an alternative version of Rabba’s statement. Rabba 

said: What is the reason for the statement of Rav? It is Because he 

maintains: Anything that cannot be accomplished sequentially, 
due to halakhic or practical considerations, even simultaneously," 

cannot be accomplished, as one negates the other. In this case, since 

one cannot establish residence in an area of four cubits on one side 

of a tree and proceed to establish residence in an area of four cubits 

on the other side of the tree, neither can he simultaneously establish 

residence beneath a tree greater than four cubits. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between these 
two versions of Rabba’s statement? The Gemara answers: There is 
a practical difference between them with regard to a case where he 
said: Let residence be acquired for me in four cubits of the eight 
or more cubits beneath that tree. 


According to the one who said that it is because the place he des- 
ignated is not precisely defined, here too, the place he designated 
is not precisely defined, as he failed to specify the precise location 
of the four cubits in which to establish his residence. 
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And according to the one who said it is because anything that 
cannot be accomplished sequentially even simultaneously it can- 
not be accomplished, this is considered as if he established his 
residence in four cubits, as here he stated that he is designated only 
four cubits as his place of residence. 


The Gemara proceeds to analyze the matter of Rabba’s statement 
itself. Rabba said: Anything that cannot be accomplished sequen- 
tially even simultaneously it cannot be accomplished. Abaye 
raised an objection to the opinion of Rabba based on the Tosefta: 
One who increases tithes," i.e., he tithes two-tenths instead of one- 
tenth, the remainder of his produce is rendered fit for consumption, 
as he properly tithed it; however, his tithes are ruined, as the ad- 
ditional tenth is neither a tithe nor is it tithed produce. It is not a 
tithe because tithe status applies only to one tenth, and neither is it 
tithed produce as it was not tithed. Since it is unclear which of the 
two-tenths is the actual tithe and which is not, this produce may 
neither be treated as a tithe nor as tithed produce." 


According to Rabba’s opinion, the question arises: Why should the 
produce be rendered fit for consumption? Let us say and apply his 
principle: Anything that cannot be accomplished sequentially; 
even simultaneously it cannot be accomplished. Since one may 
not designate two tenths sequentially, one tenth followed by a sec- 
ond tenth, likewise, he should be precluded from simultaneously 
designating two tenths of his produce as a tithe. Accordingly, it 
should be considered as though he had not designated any tithe at 
all, and therefore his produce should not be regarded as tithed. 


Gemara answers: The case ofa tithe is different, as tithe status takes 
effect partially, i.e., on less than a unit of produce. As if one said: 
Let half of each grain of wheat be designated as tithed, it is desig- 
nated. Just as one can designate an entire grain of wheat as a tithe, 
he can likewise designate half a grain. In this case too, when one 
tithes two tenths of the produce, the ruling is not that one tenth is 
actual tithe and the other tenth is untithed produce mixed with the 
tithe. Instead, half of each grain of the set-aside portion is desig- 
nated as a tithe, while the other half of each grain is not. Accord- 
ingly, the remainder of the produce is tithed, as one tenth of the 
total has been designated as first tithe. However, the portion desig- 
nated as the tithe is ruined, because it is impossible to identify which 
part of each grain is designated. 


Another objection was raised against Rabba’s opinion: Yet there is 
the case of the animal tithe, which does take effect partially, as 
one cannot consecrate half an animal for his tithe. Three times a 
year, the owner of a herd of kosher animals would gather all the 
animals born during the preceding period into an enclosure and let 
them out one by one. Every tenth animal would be marked with red 
paint to indicate that it was sacred. Only an entire animal could be 
consecrated as animal tithe, not a part of an animal. 


And Rabba said: If two animals emerged from the enclosure to- 
gether as the tenth," and he designated them both as the tenth, the 
tenth and eleventh animals are intermingled with each other. One 
is sacred with the sanctity of the animal tithe, while the other re- 
mains a peace-offering, but there is no way to determine which is 
which. The question arises: If the principle that anything which 
cannot be accomplished sequentially; even simultaneously it cannot 
be accomplished applies, neither animal is consecrated, as one can- 
not designate both the tenth and the eleventh animals as the animal 
tithe, one after the other. 


The Gemara answers: The animal tithe is different, as two animals 
can indeed be designated as animal tithe one after the other in the 
case of an error. Although one cannot designate the tenth and 
eleventh animals as the animal tithe ab initio, if he did so in error 
they are both consecrated. 


NOTES 

One who increases tithes — niwwyna navan: The 
halakha governing tithes differs from that of teruma. 
The Torah does not specify a particular amount that 
must be separated as teruma, or for several other 
priestly gifts. Consequently, any amount that the owner 
designates as teruma is consecrated with the sanctity 
of teruma. However, since tithes have a fixed measure, 
the sanctity of tithes does not apply to any amount 
beyond one-tenth. 


HALAKHA 
One who increases tithes - niwwyaa nayan: If a 
person tithes too much, the remainder of his produce 
is regarded as tithed; however, the tithed portion is 
ruined. Therefore, one should tithe by measure and 
weight, rather than by estimate (Shu/han Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 331:76). 


If two emerged as the tenth — ywya Dw Ixy: If 
two animals emerged together as the tenth, and he 
designated them both as the tenth, the tenth and 
the eleventh animals are intermingled. Therefore, the 
owner must wait until they develop a blemish, at which 
point they may be slaughtered and eaten as non-sacred 
meat (Rambam, Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 8:4). 
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If he designated the ninth as the tenth — 


As we learned in a mishna: If one erred and designated the ninth 

animal as the tenth," and erred again and designated the tenth as the 

ninth and the eleventh as the tenth, all three animals are conse- 
crated. The first is consecrated because it was designated as the tenth, 
the second because it actually is the tenth, while the third is also 

consecrated because it was designated as the tenth. Apparently, more 

than one animal can be consecrated as the animal tithe, if designated 

in error. Here too, a modicum of sanctity applies to the two animals 

that emerged together and were together designated as the tenth." 


The Gemara raises another objection to Rabba’s principle. But there 
is the case of the forty loaves that accompany a thanks- offering," 
which are not consecrated if they were designated in error," and 
likewise are not consecrated if two sets of loaves were designated for 
the same offering one after the other. And yet it is stated that 
amora’‘im disagreed with regard to a thanks-offering that was slaugh- 
tered accompanied by eighty loaves, twice the required amount. 
Hizkiya said: Forty of the eighty loaves are consecrated, even 
though their identity cannot be determined; Rabbi Yohanan said: 
Not even forty of the eighty loaves are consecrated. It would appear 
that these amora’im disagree whether or not sanctity that cannot take 
effect in sequence can take effect simultaneously. 


The Gemara rejects this contention. Wasn't it stated with regard to 
this dispute that Rabbi Zeira said: Everyone, both Hizkiya and 
Rabbi Yohanan, concedes that in a case where the donor said: Let 
forty of the eighty loaves be consecrated, that the forty are conse- 
crated; and in a case where he said: Let forty loaves only be conse- 
crated if all eighty are consecrated, everyone agrees that they are 
not consecrated. This is in accordance with Rabba’s opinion. 


When Hizkiya and Rabbi Yohanan disagree it is with regard to a case 
where the donor designated eighty loaves without stipulation how 
many he wants consecrated. One Sage, Hizkiya, maintains: Although 
he designated eighty loaves, he seeks to consecrate only forty, and 
when he sets aside eighty loaves, he merely intends to ensure that he 
will have forty, and he therefore brought the extra loaves on condi- 
tion that if the first forty loaves are lost or become ritually impure, the 
second forty will be consecrated in their place. Consequently, the first 
forty loaves are consecrated." 


NOTES 


poy yond xp: ceived a tradition, based on Psalms 107, with regard to the 


Every tenth animal of those born that year is consecrated as the 
animal tithe. Special halakhot apply to this animal, which must 
be brought to Jerusalem, sacrificed, and eaten there. The Sages, 
however, derived from the verses that when the sanctity of the 
tithe is not properly declared, additional animals are occasionally 
consecrated as a result of his error. Therefore, if one designated the 
tenth animal as the tenth, sanctity cannot take effect on the elev- 
enth. However, if one designated the tenth animal as the ninth, its 
sanctity did not fully take effect, and as a result the eleventh can 
also be consecrated as the animal tithe. 


Thanks-offering — mim jayp: The thanks-offering is specified 
in the Torah as a unique type of peace-offering. The Sages re- 


If he designated the ninth as the tenth - ywy won Xp: 
The halakha is that an error in counting can cause both the ninth 
and the eleventh animals, but no others, to be consecrated as 
the animal tithe. In that case, with regard to the ninth animal, 
one waits until it develops a blemish, at which point they may 
be slaughtered and eaten as non-sacred meat, and the eleventh 
animal is sacrificed as a peace-offering (Rambam, Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Bekhorot 8:1-2). 


A thanks-offering with eighty loaves — nbn ming by mn: 
If one brought eighty loaves to accompany his thanks-offering, 


HALAKHA 


circumstances that obligate a person to bring a thanksgiving 
sacrifice. Along with the sacrifice, typically a sheep, one also 
brings a meal-offering in the form of forty loaves of four varieties, 
ten of each. 


Thanks-offering, which are not consecrated in error - TTia 
myva ama: An error in the case of a thanks-offering would 
be, for example, if he consecrated forty black loaves of bread in 
his house, and he discovered they were actually white (Rashi; 
Meiri), or if he used the thanksgiving loaves of another person 
for his own thanks-offering, as the loaves of one person cannot 
be consecrated through the offering of the thanks-offering of 
another (Ra’avad). 


saying: Let forty of the eighty loaves be consecrated, he takes forty 
loaves for his thanks-offering, while the rest are redeemed and 
eaten as non-sacred bread. If one slaughtered the thanks-offering 
accompanied by eighty loaves without specifying, they are not 
consecrated. This is the Rambam’s ruling, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. The Ra’avad, however, rules that in the 
latter case only forty loaves are consecrated, in accordance with 
the opinion of Hizkiya, who was Rabbi Yohanan’s teacher (See 
Rashba and Kesef Mishne; Rambam, Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 12:15). 
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And the other Sage, Rabbi Yohanan, maintains: He intends to 
bring a large offering of eighty loaves, and therefore none of the 
loaves are consecrated. 


Abaye said: They only taught Rav’s ruling that one cannot establish 
residence beneath a tree without precisely defining a particular loca- 
tion, with regard to a tree beneath which there are at least twelve 
cubits. However, with regard to a tree beneath which there are 
not twelve cubits," he can establish residence there, as at least part 
of his residence is conspicuous." In that case, there is a partial 
overlap between the middle four cubits beneath the tree and the 
four cubits nearest him and the four cubits farthest from him, and 
consequently each necessarily contains at least part of his residence. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, strongly objects to this: From 
where is it ascertained that he designates his residence in the four 
middle cubits, so that there is a partial overlap with both the nearest 
and the farthest cubits; perhaps he designates it in the four cubits 
on this side or in the four cubits on the other side? Since he does 
not know which location he designated as his residence, he did not 
establish residence anywhere beneath the tree. 


Rather, Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: Abaye’s statement 
must be emended. They taught this only with regard to a tree that 
has at least eight cubits beneath it. However, with regard to a tree 
that has only seven cubits beneath it," even if one did not establish 
a particular location, he acquires residence, as at least part of his 
residence is conspicuous, as any four cubits must include at least 
one cubit of his residence. 


With regard to the dispute between Rav and Shmuel, the Gemara 
notes that one baraita was taught in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav and another baraita was taught in accordance with the 
opinion of Shmuel. 


The Gemara elaborates. A baraita was taught in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav: With regard to one who was coming along the 
way on Shabbat eve, and it grew dark while he was traveling, and 
he was familiar with a tree or a fence within two thousand cubits 
of his current location, and he said: My residence is beneath that 
tree, he has not said anything of legal consequence. However, if 
he said: My residence is in such-and-such place, he walks until 
he reaches that place. Once he reached that place that he estab- 
lished as his residence, he walks through all of it and another two 
thousand cubits beyond it. 


In what case are these matters, that he establishes four cubits as 
his residence, and another two thousand cubits in each direction, 
stated? In a case where he selected a well-defined, clearly demar- 
cated place," i.e., a case where he established residence on a mound 
ten handbreadths high, and its area ranges from a minimum of 
four cubits to a maximum of two beit se‘a. 


And, likewise, that is the halakha when he establishes residence on 
a plain ten handbreadths deeper than the surrounding area, and 
its area ranges from a minimum of four cubits to a maximum of 
two beit sea. However, if he selected a place that is not defined, 
e.g., in the middle of a plain, he does not establish residence, and 
accordingly he has only four cubits in which to move. 


If two people were walking together, one of whom is familiar with 
a particular location in the distance, and one of whom is not famil- 
iar with it, the one who is not familiar with it" entrusts his right to 
designate his residence to the one who is familiar with it, and the 
one who is familiar with it says: My residence is in such-and-such 
place. 


NOTES 


A tree beneath which there are not twelve cubits — 
Tax Ty ONY VOND pre twa: According to Abaye, 
whenever it is possible to assume that one designated a 
particular location beneath a tree, that location becomes 
his established residence. Consequently, if there are less 
than twelve cubits beneath the tree, the assumption 
is that he is referring to the middle four cubits and he 
therefore acquires residence there. However, Rav Huna, 
son of Rabbi Yehoshua, maintains that the possibility of 
establishing residence at a specific location is insufficient 
to establish residence. Rather, it is only if his intention is 
clearly stated that his residence is established. 


Part of his residence is conspicuous - 13°) ima nypa y: 
The fact that part of his place of residence is conspicu- 
ous is relevant only with regard to acquiring residence 
beneath the tree. However, with regard to the measure of 
one’s Shabbat limit from the tree, the halakha is applied 
stringently in either direction, comparable to that of both 
a donkey driver and a camel driver (Ra‘avad). 


HALAKHA 


A tree that has only seven cubits beneath it — thong 
nix yaw vann: If there are fewer than eight cubits be- 
neath the tree it is considered a defined area, because part 
of his place of residence is recognizable. This is in accor- 
dance with the Rambam’s opinion. The Magen Avraham 
writes that this ruling is even accepted by the Shulhan 
Arukh, who rules in accordance with Shmuel's opinion 
as it was explained by Rashi, since all opinions, including 
that of Rav, accept it (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 409:1). 


A well-defined place — oon Dipa: If a person estab- 
lished his residence in a place defined by its partitions, it 
is considered the equivalent of four cubits, and he may 
walk throughout the entire area and two thousand cubits 
beyond on one of two conditions: If it was enclosed for 
residence regardless of area or if it was less than two beit 
sea (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 396:3). 


One of whom is familiar and one of whom is not 
familiar — 512 1x1 V31: With regard to two people who 
were traveling together, one of whom is aware of a place 
where residence can be established, no farther than two 
thousand cubits from his present location, the one who 
is not aware of that place may entrust his right to select 
his residence to the one who is aware, and the latter says: 
My residence is in such-and-such place (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 409712). 
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NOTES 

Two thousand and four cubits - "TAY y IN) 29% on: 
According to Rashi’s explanation, even Shmuel agrees 
that this person establishes his residence in the place 
he specified. However, since he is located outside the 
Shabbat limit in which he seeks to acquire residence at 
nightfall, he has only four cubits in which he may walk. 
Conversely, according to Rabbeinu Hananel, he does 
not establish residence if it is more than two thousand 
cubits away. Rather, he merely prevents himself from 
establishing residence in his current location, in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rav. 


If he established an eiruv in two directions - ayy 
nim nyh: Some commentaries question Rabba’s 
opinion in light of this discussion. As Rabba maintains 
hat anything that cannot be accomplished consecu- 
ively cannot be accomplished simultaneously either, 
how does this person establish an eiruv at all? The ha- 
lakha should be that his limit is like that of the other 
he inhabitants of the town. The commentaries answer 
hat there the issue of simultaneity is not relevant in 
his context. Even if he does not seek to establish his 
residence in two places simultaneously but acquired 
hem one after the other, the halakha is stringent and 
he is subject to the restrictions of each eiruv, due to 
he uncertainty which came first (Josafot, as cited by 
he Ritva). 


If each eiruv was placed two thousand cubits in op- 
posite directions placing him in the middle of the 
limit - Dan ny yoy yya oy: Rashi states that the 
baraita supports Shmuel's opinion, because this person 
is permitted to walk to the north only as far as the eiruv 
in the south allows, and vice versa. The Ritva maintains 
that the primary proof for Shmuel’s opinion from the 
baraita comes from the statement that if his two eiruvin 
placed him in the middle of his limit he no longer has 
permission to walk at all. This proves that he has fully 
acquired an eiruv and has been moved from his cur- 
rent location. 


Rav himself had tanna status and therefore could 
disagree with opinions of tanna‘im — voor NITIN IY: 
Some commentaries explain that Rav is as important as 
one of the tannaim. Consequently, he can even dispute 
the words of a baraita. However, it is more likely that the 
statement means that Rav actually was a tanna, since 
he is mentioned in several baraitot. In addition, there 
is a tradition in the name of Rav Hai Gaon that three 
baraitot cited in the Gemara include statements of Rav 
referring to him as Rabbi Abba. In any case, Rav remains 
an amora, because Shmuel and Rabbi Yohanan, who 
are not tannaim, also disagree with him in various cases, 
and the halakha is occasionally in accordance with their 
opinion. In practical terms, this statement indicates that 
one cannot raise an objection to Rav's opinion from any 
baraita, as he is cited as a tanna in several baraitot. It is 
well-known that the Sages only used this answer as a 
last resort (see Yad Malakhi). 
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In what case are these matters, that he acquires four cubits as his 
residence and another two thousand cubits in each direction, stated? 
In a case where he defined the four cubits that he seeks to establish 
as his residence. However, if he did not define the four cubits that 
he seeks to establish as his residence, he may not move from his 
current place, as neither did he seek to establish residence there, nor 
did he acquire it in the location he sought to establish residence. This 
baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rav opinion that one who 
fails to designate the four cubits he seeks to establish as residence has 
no residence at all. 


Gemara poses a question: Let us say that this baraita is a conclusive 
refutation of the opinion of Shmuel? The Gemara answers: There is 
no difficulty, as Shmuel could have said to you: With what are we 
dealing here? We are dealing with a special case, where from the 
place he is standing to the trunk of the tree there is a distance of 
two thousand and four cubits," so that if you were to establish 
residence on the other side of the tree, it would be situated outside 
his Shabbat limit." 


Consequently, ifhe designated his four cubits on the near side of the 
tree he may go there; and if not, he may not go from the place he is 
standing. In other words, since he did not establish residence in a 
particular location, the concern is that he sought to establish it beyond 
his two thousand cubit limit. 


A baraita was taught in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel. If 
one erred and established an eiruv in two directions" at once, for 
example, if in his ignorance he imagined that it is permitted to estab- 
lish an eiruv in two directions, that he may extend the distance that 
he may walk on Shabbat in two opposite directions, or if he said to 
his servants: Go out and establish an eiruv for me, without specify- 
ing the direction, and one established an eiruv for him to the north, 
and one established an eiruv for him to the south, he may walk to 
the north as far as he is permitted go based on his eiruv to the south, 
and he may walk to the south as far as he is permitted go based on his 
eiruv to the north. In other words, the assumption is that he estab- 
lished residence in both directions based on the eiruv in each direction, 
and he must therefore take both into consideration before moving." 


And consequently, if each eiruv was placed two thousand cubits in 
opposite directions placing him in the middle of the limit," he may 
not move from his current location, as it is prohibited to venture 
beyond either limit. Apparently, even if one did not establish resi- 
dence ina particular location, as in this case he has acquired residence 
in both places, nonetheless, the halakha is that residence has been 
established in his current location, in accordance with the opinion of 
Shmuel. 


The Gemara poses a question: Let us say that this baraita is a conclu- 
sive refutation of the opinion of Rav? The Gemara answers: This 
baraita indeed differs with Rav’s ruling. Nevertheless his opinion is 
not disqualified, as Rav himself had tanna status and therefore, unlike 
later amora’im, could disagree with opinions of tanna’im.® 


We learned in the mishna that if, however, he said: My residence is 

at the trunk of the tree, he established residence there, and he may 
walk from the place that he is standing to the trunk of the tree, up 

to two thousand cubits, and from the trunk of the tree to his house 

another two thousand cubits. Ultimately, he may walk after night- 
fall a total distance of four thousand cubits. 


Two thousand and four cubits — 7273 pax) bre vn: If the 
entire tree beneath which a person established his residence 
was not within two thousand cubits of his present location, and 
he did not designate a defined location beneath it, he did not 
establish residence, even according to Shmuel (Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 409:1). 


HALAKHA 


Two eiruvin — parvy 3: If one established two eiruvin in 
two different directions, whether due to ignorance or due to 
an error on the part of his messengers, it is as though he es- 
tablished his residence in two places, and he may only walk 
within the limits permitted to him by each (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 412:1). 
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Rava said: This halakha applies only in a case where, were he to 
run to the trunk" of the tree he could reach it before the onset of 
Shabbat. Abaye said to him: But doesn’t the mishna state: And it 
grew dark while he was traveling, indicating that he is farther away 
than that? 


The Gemara answers: The mishna means that it grew dark while he 
was traveling so that he can no longer return to his house before 
nightfall; however, he is able to go to the trunk of the tree before 
Shabbat. Some state a different version of the previous statement. 
Rava said: The mishna means that it grew dark while he was travel- 
ing, so that were he to walk very slowly he could not reach his 
house; however, if he runs, he can still arrive" before Shabbat. 


Rabba and Rav Yosef were going together along the way. Rabba 
said to Rav Yosef: Our residence will be beneath the palm that 
carries its brother, the one with another palm tree leaning on it. 
And some say he said to him: Our residence will be beneath the 
palm that spared its owner from the land tax [karga], the palm 
which yielded enough dates for its owner to pay his entire land tax. 


Rabba asked: Does the Master know of that tree? Rav Yosef said to 
him: No, I do not know of it. He said to him: Then rely on me, as 
it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei says: If two people were 
walking together, one of whom is familiar with a particular location 
in the distance, and one is not familiar with it, the one who is not 
familiar with it entrusts his right to designate his residence to the 
one who is familiar with it, and the one who is familiar with it says: 
My residence is in such-and-such place. 


The Gemara comments: But it is not so; that is not the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei. Rabba only taught it as if it is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei so that Rav Yosef would accept it from him, 
due to the fact that Rabbi Yosei’s reasoning accompanies his 
rulings," Since the halakha is usually in accordance with Rav Yosei’s 
opinion, Rav Yosef would be less likely to raise doubts with regard 
to the ruling. 


We learned in the mishna: If one is not familiar with a tree or any 
other noticeable landmark, or ifhe is not an expert in the halakha, 
unaware that residence can be established from a distance, and he 
said: My residence is at my current location, his presence at his 
current location acquires for him the right to walk two thousand 
cubits in each direction. 


The Gemara raises a fundamental question: These two thousand 
cubits, where are they written in the Torah?" The Gemara answers 
that it is as it was taught in a baraita: “Remain every man in his 
place” (Exodus 16:29); these are the four cubits, which constitute 
the minimum Shabbat limit, e.g., for one who ventured beyond his 
prescribed limit. “Let no man go out of his place” (Exodus 16:29); 
these are the two thousand cubits of the Shabbat limit for one who 
remains in his place. Unless otherwise specified, the measure of 
one’s place is two thousand cubits. 


NOTES 


Where, were he to run to the trunk of the tree — inpyd DTV: 
One who establishes his eiruv with his feet only acquires his resi- 
dence when he actually arrives in that place. Consequently, al- 
though the Sages were lenient with him and did not require his 
presence in the location when he establishes the e/ruv, he must 
nevertheless arrive there by nightfall, or at least be in a position 
to do so. 


Rabbi Yosei’s reasoning accompanies his rulings — #7172") D1 937 
yay: It is reasonable to rule in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei despite the fact that several Sages disagree with him, 
as several authorities accept Rabbi Yosei’s opinion as the halakha, 


even when he is opposed by more than one of his colleagues. 
Since Rabba knew that this was clearly the halakha, he cited it in 
the name of the well-known Sage, so that his statement would 
be accepted. In our versions of the Josefta, however, the opinion 
is explicitly ascribed to Rabbi Yosei. 


These two thousand cubits, where are they written — made 
12m2 127: Even according to the majority of commentaries, who 
maintain that the two thousand cubit limit is rabbinic in origin, it 
still may be asked: On what did the Sages base their determination 
of this measurement? (Ritva). 


HALAKHA 


However, if he runs, he can still arrive — %o1a wI 3: 
One can only establish residence in a distant location if 
he is capable of reaching it by nightfall, even if he can 
only do so by running. If he can reach the location by 
running, he need not actually run, but may proceed 
slowly. However, if one cannot reach it even by running, 
he does not establish it as his residence. This is in ac- 
cordance with the second version of Rava's statement 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 409:11). 


LANGUAGE 


Land tax [karga] — x373: From the ancient Persian 
yarak, xaray, meaning land tax. 
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NOTES 


Place from place - nipan nipa: The essence of the 
derivation is a verbal analogy between the term place 
in the verse: “Remain every man in his place,’ (Exodus 
16:29) and the term place is the passage about the city 
of refuge (Exodus 21:13). The final proof is cited from 
the parallel between the cities of refuge and the Levite 
cities, whose limit of two thousand cubits is explicitly 
stated in the Torah. This is indeed how this halakha is 
derived in the Jerusalem Talmud. 


The opinion of Rabbi Hanina ben Antigenos - nw 
DIW J KIII: In the Jerusalem Talmud it states 
that Rabbi Hanina ben Antigenos disagrees only with 
regard to the Shabbat limit of an individual. However, 
with regard to the Shabbat limit of cities, he agrees 
that they gain the corners, as was the case with the 
boundaries of the Levite cities. 


BACKGROUND 


Two thousand cubits — max maby: There are different 
opinions with regard to the measurement of the two 
thousand cubit limit. According to the Rabbis, the two 
thousand cubits form a square, while Rabbi Hanina ben 
Antigenos maintains that they are circular. Some say 
that the two thousand cubits form a square, but since 
there is no indication of how to place the square, the 
authorities permitted to proceed to the edge of a circle 
whose diameter is the diagonal of a square whose sides 
are each two thousand cubits. 

The diagonal shown in the diagram can be calcu- 
lated by using the Pythagorean theorem. According 
to the theorem, the sum of the areas of the two squares 
on the legs (the right sides of the triangle) equals 
the area of the square on the hypotenuse (the longest 
side of a right triangle). Therefore, in our case the 
calculation is as follows: 20007 + 20007 = 8,000,000, 
18,000,000 = ~2828.427. 


Different ways to measure the two-thousand-cubit limit 
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The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that this is the measure of 
one’s place? Rav Hisda said: We derive this by means of a verbal anal- 
ogy between the term place written here: “Let no man go out of his 

place,” and from the term place" written with regard to an unwitting 

murderer: “Then I will appoint you a place to where he shall flee” (Exo- 
dus 21:13). This last verse mentions both place and fleeing, and the term 

place is derived from the term fleeing. And the term fleeing is derived 

from the term fleeing, written in a different verse with regard to the 

unwitting murderer: “But if the slayer shall at any time come outside 

the border of the city of his refuge, whither he has fled” (Numbers 

35:26). And the term fleeing is derived from the term border, which 

appears in the same verse. And the term border is derived from the 

term border, as it states there: “And the avenger of blood find him 

outside [ mihutz] the borders of the city of his refuge” (Numbers 35:27). 
Since this verse mentions both the term border and the term outside, 
the term border is derived from the term outside. And the term out- 
side is derived from the term outside, as it is written with regard to the 

Levite cities, which also served as cities of refuge: “And you shall mea- 
sure from outside [mihutz] the city on the east side two thousand 

cubits, and on the south side two thousand cubits, and on the west side 

two thousand cubits, and on the north side two thousand cubits” 
(Numbers 35:5). From this chain of identical terms, the meaning of the 

term place stated in connection with Shabbat is derived from the two 

thousand cubits mentioned with regard to the Levite cities. 


The Gemara asks: But let us derive instead by means of a verbal anal- 
ogy between the term outside in the verse: “Outside the borders of the 
city of refuge,’ and the term outside in the verse: “From the wall of the 
city outward [vahutza] a thousand cubits” (Numbers 35:4), that the 
Shabbat limit measures only a thousand cubits. The Gemara answers: 
One derives the meaning of the term outside [hutz] by means of a 
verbal analogy from another instance of the term outside [hutz], but 
one does not derive the meaning of the term outside from the term 
outward [hutza]. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: What is significant about the difference 
between the two terms? Didn’t the school of Rabbi Yishmael teach a 
verbal analogy with regard to leprosy of houses between the verse: “And 
the priest shall return [veshav]” (Leviticus 14:39) and the verse: “And 
the priest shall come [uva]” (Leviticus 14:44), from which it is derived 
that this is the halakha with regard to returning, i.e., it is after seven 
days; this is the same halakha with regard to coming; it is after seven 
days. Obviously, the less pronounced difference of one letter between 
hutz and hutza, should not prevent the teaching of a verbal analogy. 


Gemara rejects this argument: This applies only when there are no 
terms that are identical to it however, where there are terms that are 
identical to it, we derive the verbal analogy from terms identical to it, 
rather than from the terms that are not precisely identical. 


The tanna’im of the mishna disagree whether the two-thousand-cubit 

limit granted to a person in every direction is measured as a circle or as 

a square tablet.” The Gemara poses a question: With regard to the 

opinion of Rabbi Hanina ben Antigenos that the limit is measured as 

a circle, no matter what you say, it is difficult. Ifhe is of the opinion that 

there is a verbal analogy from the verse written with regard to the 

Levite cities it is difficult, because sides is the term written, indicating 

squared boundaries. And if he is not of the opinion that there is a ver- 
bal analogy, from where does he derive that the Shabbat limit is two 

thousand cubits? 


The Gemara answers: Actually, he is of the opinion that there is a verbal 

analogy, but here, with regard to the Levite cities, it is different, as the 

verse says: “This shall be to them the open space of the cities” (Num- 
bers 35:5), from which it is inferred: To this, the open space of the city, 
you should provide sides and square it, but you do not provide sides 

to those resting on Shabbat. Instead, those who establish Shabbat 
residence are provided with a circular, two-thousand-cubit limit." 
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The Gemara asks: And how do the Rabbis understand the 
emphasis placed on the word this in the verse? The Gemara 
answers: As it was taught in a baraita that Rav Hananya says: 
Like this measure shall be the calculations of measures for all 
those who rest on Shabbat, i.e., square. 


Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: One who carries an object four 
cubits in the public domain is only liable if he carries it four 
cubits with their diagonal." The four cubits mentioned in many 
places is only the basic measure by which the distance beyond 
which it is prohibited to carry is calculated. However, in practice, 
a person is liable only if he carries the object the length of the 
diagonal of a square with four-cubit sides. 


Rav Pappa said that Rava once tested us by asking:" With re- 
gard to a pillar in the public domain, ten handbreadths high 
and four handbreadths wide, must the width be four hand- 
breadths with their diagonal in order to be regarded a private 
domain, or not?" And we said to him: Is this not that which 
was taught by Rav Hananya? As it was taught in a baraita: Rav 
Hananya says: Like this measure shall be that of all those who 
rest on Shabbat, indicating that the diagonal is the determining 
measure for the halakhot of rest on Shabbat. 


We learned in the mishna: And this is the meaning of that 
which the Sages said: A pauper can establish an eiruv with his 

feet, i.e., one who does not have the bread required to establish 
an eiruv may walk anywhere within his Shabbat limit and ac- 
quire residence. We have this leniency in effect only for a pau- 
per, who does not have food for two meals. However, one who 

has bread may only establish residence with bread. Rabbi Ye- 
huda says: This leniency is in effect for both a pauper and a 

wealthy person. 


Rav Nahman said: This dispute between Rabbi Meir and Rab- 
bi Yehuda is with regard to a case where the person said: My 
residence is in my current location. As Rabbi Meir maintains: 
The primary ordinance and establishment of eiruv is with 


bread. 


Therefore, it is only with regard to a pauper, who does not have 
food for two meals, that the Sages were lenient and permitted 
him to establish residence merely by saying: My residence is in 
my current location. However, with regard to a wealthy person 
in his own house who has bread, no, they did not permit him 
to do so. 


And Rabbi Yehuda maintains: The primary ordinance of eiruv 
is by foot, i.e., by going and stating that he is establishing his 
residence in that location, and therefore it applies to both a 
pauper and a wealthy person. However, with regard a case 
when the person said: My residence is in such-and-such place, 
and he is not there, everyone, both Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Ye- 
huda, agrees that for a pauper on the road on a Shabbat eve, yes, 
an eiruv may be established in that manner; however, for a 
wealthy person, no, an eiruv may not be established in that 
manner.\4 


NOTES 
They with their diagonal - pioz) 17: There are three opinions 
among the commentaries with regard to this basic issue. Rashi, To- 
safot, and the Rashba explain that this additional diagonal depends 
on the direction in which one wishes to proceed. In other words, 
one may only walk two thousand cubits to the east or west, but 
o the northeast he may advance up to a little over two thousand 
eight hundred cubits. He adds that the same principle applies to 
all measures. Rabbeinu Tam and other commentaries contend that 
he calculation is based on the measurement with its diagonal in 
every direction, and that all the established measurements refer 
o the basic length, without the diagonal. Yet other commentaries 
maintain that one is only liable by Torah law for the measurement 
with its diagonal, but proceeding beyond the basic measure is pro- 
hibited by rabbinic law. Alternatively, they distinguished between 
he cases mentioned in this context, e.g., four cubits, and the other 
halakhot of Shabbat. 


Rava tested us - x31 b pa: In other words, Rava tested us with 
regard to the ostensibly fixed measures of the Torah, e.g., four cubits, 
whether or not the diagonal should be added to them as well (Ritva). 


———— HALAKHA —— 
They with their diagonal - piosdy ya: One who carried an object 
four cubits in the public domain is only liable if he transfers it the 
length of the diagonal of a four cubit square, which is 5.6 cubits. It 
is permitted to carry it less than that distance (Rav Shimshon of 
Saens; Tosafot; Rosh; Rashba; Ra’avad). Some authorities state that it 
is only permitted to carry within a circle of a four-cubit radius. If one 
walked any further, he is exempt from punishment or from bringing 
a sin-offering, but it is prohibited to do so (Rambam, according to 
the Maggid Mishne; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 349:2). 


NOTES 
A pauper and a wealthy person — wav: The pauper mentioned 
in this context is not necessarily a person in dire financial straits. 
Rather, anyone traveling who intends to establish his residence in 
a location he has determined for himself is considered a pauper in 
terms of this halakha, as it can be assumed that he does not have 
with him all that he requires for a meal. The reverse is also true. One 
who is at home on Shabbat evening but establishes an eiruv in order 
to go the next day is considered a wealthy person. The proof is from 
the inhabitants of Sihin mentioned in the baraita. Although they 
were going to receive charity, they were still considered wealthy 
with regard to the eiruv (Rashba). 


HALAKHA 

My residence in such-and-such place - abe Dips nmaw: If one 
says, my residence is in such-and-such place, without going there or 
placing an eiruv there, it is only valid if he was on the road on Shab- 
bat eve. It is not effective for one who remains at home, as per the 
opinion of Rabbi Nahman, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda, and the explanation of the Rashba (Vilna Gaon; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 409713). 
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NOTES 


This is what they said — agw x7 it: In addition to 
the words of the disputants, ‘the mishna in this context 
includes two teachings apparently transmitted by the 
tanna‘im but not part of their own statements: And this 
is what they said, a pauper can establish an eiruv by foot, 
and: They only said that one can establish an eiruv with 
bread in order to be lenient with a wealthy person. These 
two clauses do not appear to reflect the same opinion, 
but are traditions or parts of traditions cited by each of the 
disputants. Indeed, the two opposing explanations of the 
dispute explain these clauses differently. 


They said that one establishes an eiruv with bread only 
to be lenient - pad xbx naa pawa sax x: The early 
commentaries ask: According to the opinion of Rabbi 
Hisda, that a person may sit in his house and say: My eiruv 
is in such-and-such place, what is the leniency of estab- 
lishing an eiruv with bread? They answer that it remains 
a leniency for one who is not familiar with the place and 
therefore cannot establish his residence there. However, 
sending a messenger to place his meal there is also effec- 
tive (See Tosafot; Rashba). 


HALAKHA 


An eiruv by foot - bya ary: If one arrived in a certain 
place, whether he was on the road or returning to his 
house in the evening, he may establish residence in that 
location. It is effective even if he did not explicitly state his 
intention, but merely had it in mind, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, as explained by Rav Nahman 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 409:7). 


Sending an eiruv - VY nmbw: A person may establish 
an eiruv for himself by means of a messenger, provided 
that the messenger is not a deaf-mute, an imbecile, a 
minor, or one who rejects the concept of an eiruv (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 409:8). 


BACKGROUND 


The village of Aroma — miiy 393: Aroma, or Roma as it 
is called in other sources, was a small village in the vicin- 
ity of Tzippori, probably on the site of the modern town 
of Rameh. 
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And as for the mishna’s statement: And this is what the Sages meant 
when they said" that a pauper can establish an eiruv with his feet, who, 
which Sage, is teaching it? It is Rabbi Meir. And to which clause of 
the mishna is it referring? It refers to the previous statement: Ifhe is 

not familiar with a tree or any other noticeable landmark, or if he is 

not an expert in the halakha, and therefore is unaware that a resi- 
dence can be established from a distance, and said: My residence 

is in my current location, he acquires two thousand cubits in each 

direction. And as for the statement in the continuation of the mishna: 
The Sages said that one establishes an eiruv with bread only to be 

lenient" with the wealthy person, who, which Sage, is teaching it? It 
is Rabbi Yehuda, who maintains that the option of establishing an 

eiruv by foot is available to the wealthy as well. 


Rav Hisda, however, disagreed with Rav Nahman and said: The 
dispute between Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda in the mishna is with 
regard to a person who said: My residence is in such-and-such place, 
in which case the his residence is neither acquired by foot nor with 
bread. As Rabbi Meir maintains: A pauper, yes, he establishes 
residence with an eiruv in that manner; however, a wealthy person, 
no, he does not. And Rabbi Yehuda maintains: Both a pauper and 
a wealthy person may establish an eiruv in that manner. However, in 
a case where one said: My residence is in my present location, ev- 
eryone, both Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda, agrees that an eiruv of 
this kind is effective both for a pauper and for a wealthy person, as 
everyone agrees agree that the primary ordinance of eiruv is by foot. 


And as for the mishna’s statement: And this is what the Sages meant 
when they said that a pauper can establish an eiruv by foot, who is 
teaching it? It is Rabbi Meir. And to which clause of the mishna is it 
referring? It is referring to this clause: One who was coming along 
the way on Shabbat eve, and it grew dark while he was traveling. Ac- 
cording to Rabbi Yehuda, he could have established an eiruv even if 
he was in his house. And as for the statement in the continuation of 
the mishna: The Sages said that one establishes an eiruv with bread 
only in order to be lenient with the wealthy person, who is teaching 
it? Everyone agrees with this halakha, and it is taught according to 
both opinions. 


The Gemara comments: A baraita was taught in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Nahman, who said that the dispute between Rabbi 
Meir and Rabbi Yehuda is with regard to one who said: My residence 
is in my present location. It was stated in the baraita: Both a pauper 
and a wealthy person establish an eiruv with bread; however a 
wealthy person may not go out beyond the Shabbat limit and say: 
My residence is in my present location, because the Sages said that 
one can establish an eiruv by foot only in the case of a person who 
was coming along the way and it grew dark while he was traveling. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: Both a pauper and a wealthy person establish 
an eiruv by foot. And a wealthy person will go out beyond the Shab- 
bat limit and say: My residence is in my present location. And this 
is the primary ordinance of eiruv." However, the Sages permitted a 
homeowner to send his eiruv in the hand of his servant, or in the 
hand of his son, or in the hand of his agent, in order to be lenient 
with him, so that he need not exert himself and go out and establish 
an eiruv by foot." This baraita presents the dispute between Rabbi 
Meir and Rabbi Yehuda as it was delineated by Rav Nahman. 


The baraita continues. Rabbi Yehuda said: There was an incident 
involving the members of the household of the Memel family 
and members of the household of Guryon family in the village of 
Aroma,’ who were distributing dried figs and raisins to the paupers 
in years of famine, and the paupers of the village of Sihin and the 
paupers of the village of Hananya would come to the edge of the 
Shabbat limit at nightfall, which was also within the Shabbat limit of 
Aroma, and then go home. The following day they would rise early 
and go to receive their figs and raisins. Apparently, one can establish 
an eiruv by foot, if he says: My residence is in my present location. 
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Rav Ashi said: The formulation of the mishna is also precise," 
in accordance with Rav Nahman’s explanation, as it teaches: 
If on a Shabbat eve one set out to go to a city for which an 
eiruv is established enabling him to go there on Shabbat, and 
another person caused him to return home, he himself is 
permitted to go to that city on Shabbat, and for all the other 
residents of the town it is prohibited to go there. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


And we discussed this mishna and raised a difficulty: What 
is different about him and what is different about them? 
Why is he permitted to proceed to the other town while it is 
prohibited for the other residents to do so? And Rav Huna 
said: We are dealing here with a case where he has two 
houses, one in each city, and there is the distance of two 
Shabbat limits, four thousand cubits, between them. 


With regard to him, since he set out on his way, his legal 
status is that of a pauper, as he did not intended to return to 
his first house, but to continue to his other house. Therefore, 
he can establish residence at the end of his Shabbat limit by 
verbal means alone. 


And the legal status of these other inhabitants of his city, is 
that of wealthy people, as they are in their houses and have 
food. Consequently they can only establish residence at the 
end of their Shabbat limit by depositing food there prior the 
onset of Shabbat. Apparently, everything stated with regard 
to one who says: My residence is in such-and-such place; to 
a pauper, yes, it applies to a wealthy person, no, it does not 
apply. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from this that 
this is the case. 


Rav Hiyya bar Ashi was teaching the mishna to Hiyya bar 
Rav before Rav. He stated that this leniency applies both to 
a pauper and to a wealthy person. Rav said to him: Con- 
clude your statement also: The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 


The Gemara relates: Rabba bar Rav Hanan was in the habit 
of coming from his home in Artibbena‘ to Pumbedita on 
Shabbat. 


He would declare on Shabbat eve: My residence is in Tzinta, 
a settlement located between the Shabbat limits of the two 

places. Abaye said to him: What is your opinion that led you 

to act in that manner? Is it because in a dispute between Rab- 
bi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda, the halakha is in accordance 

with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and Rav Hisda said: The 

dispute between these two Sages is in a case where the person 

said: My residence is in such-and-such place, and you rely on 

Rabbi Yehuda and establish residence at a place between the 

two cities even though you are still at home? 


But didn’t Rav Nahman explain the dispute between Rabbi 
Meir and Rabbi Yehuda differently, and furthermore, a barai- 
ta was taught in accordance with his opinion. Rabba bar Rav 
Hanan said to him: I retract my opinion and will no longer 
do so. 


Rami bar Hama said: The Sages have said that one who es- 
tablishes residence by foot has four cubits at that location, 
and another two thousand cubits beyond. However, with re- 
gard to one who deposits his eiruv in a certain place, there is 
a dilemma whether he has four cubits from the site ofhis eiruv, 
or not. 


NOTES 

The formulation of the mishna is also precise — Xp 793 pma: 
Ifthe mishna can be explained only according to Rabbi Nahman’s 
opinion, how can Rabbi Hisda rule against an explicit mishna? The 
answer is that Rabbi Hisda maintains that the other inhabitants 
of the town cannot be included in an eiruv unless they declare 
heir intentions. Consequently, for one who declares that he is 
establishing a residence for himself it is a valid eiruv, but not for 
he others (Ritva). 


Was in the habit of coming from his home in Artibbena — 
NID IN NNT: Rabbeinu Hananel explains that he would go to 
Pumbedita to hear Rabbi Yosef’s homily every Shabbat. Therefore, 
it is clear that he did not walk the day before. Rather, he spent 
Friday night in his own home, and walked to Artibbena the fol- 
owing day. 
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NOTES 


he Jerusalem 
o explanations of this mishna, both of 


which involve a messenger sent to establish an eiruv for the 


community. According to 


established the eiruv 


he first explanation, the messenger 
for all of the town’s residents except for 


the one who was persuaded to return. Therefore, the other 
residents are only permitted to go in the direction of their 


eiruv, while the one 
is permitted to go in 


for whom 


he eiruv was not established 
all directions. According to the second 


explanation, the messenger did not establish the eiruv for any 


of the town's residen 
established his eiruv 


s. Rather, the one who left and returned 
by foot, while the other residents, who 


remained at home, did not establish an eiruv at all. This is in 


accordance with Rab 
The Rambam, in hi 


an eiruv for them wi 
oot instead. He is per 
stayed in that place, 

However, the residen 


The Bartenura unders 


his person was sent by 


bi Huna’s opinion. 

s Commentary on the Mishna, states that 
he inhabitants of the town to establish 
h food, but he established the eiruv by 
mitted to use the eiruv, as he walked and 
hereby establishing his residence there. 


tands the mishna in a similar fashion. 


HALAKHA 


If a person set out to go - ty NY n: If a messenger was 


sent before the onset 


of Shabbat by the residents of a town to 


establish an eiruv for them with food, and he returned without 
having established the eiruv, since he set out on the way, he 


established his reside 


nce in the location he intended and may 


walk there on Shabbat. It is prohibited for the other residents 


of the town to do so (Rambam and others; Shu/han Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 410:3). 


Since he set out on 


his way — xm mv) post ype: Only a 


pauper or one who was walking along the road may establish 
his residence in a particular location; however, the residents of 


a city who spend Sha 


bbat evening in their homes may not do 


so (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 4101). 
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s of the town, who did not place an eiruv, 
did not establish their residence through his agency. Only one 
who is familiar with that place can establish his residence there. 
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Rava said: Come and hear a resolution from the mishna: The 
Sages said that one establishes an eiruv with bread only to be 
lenient with the wealthy person, so that he need not exert him- 
self and go out and establish an eiruv with his feet. And if you 
say that one who establishes an eiruv with bread does not have 
four cubits, is this really a leniency? It is a stringency. Based on 
the mishna, apparently, all leniencies that apply to one who estab- 
lishes an eiruv by foot must also apply to one who establishes an 
eiruv with bread. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: No proof can be cited from 
there, as even if he without the four cubits, this is preferable to 
him, so that he need not exert himself and go out and establish 
an eiruv by foot. Therefore, it can be said that establishing an eiruv 
with bread constitutes a leniency even if it entails the loss of four 
cubits. 


Ifa person set out to go™" on a Shabbat eve 
MISHNA,’? : 


to a town for which an eiruv is estab- 
lished in order to go there on Shabbat, and another person 
caused him to return home, he himself is permitted to go to that 
city on Shabbat, and for all the other residents of the town it is 
prohibited to go there. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Meir says: Anyone who can establish an eiruv, and ne- 
gated his residence in his original place, and did not establish an 
eiruv, i.e., he did not at least state that he seeks to establish resi- 
dence somewhere else, is likened to both a donkey driver, who 
walks behind the animal and prods it, and a camel driver, who 
walks before the animal and leads it, in the sense that he is pulled 
in two opposite directions. Due to the uncertainty with regard to 
the location of his Shabbat limit, his movement is restricted as 
though his residence was established in both his city and at a loca- 
tion along the way to the other city. He may not venture beyond 
two thousand cubits from either location. 


E E M ARA With regard to the mishna’s statement that 

according to Rabbi Yehuda, he himself is 
permitted to go to the other city, while for all the rest of the resi- 
dents of his city it is prohibited to do so, the Gemara asks: What 
is different about him and what is different about them? Why 
is he permitted to proceed to the other city, while they are not? 
Rav Huna said: We are dealing here with a case where that 
person has two houses, one in each town, with the distance of 
two Shabbat limits, four thousand cubits, between them. 


With regard to him, since he set out on his way," his legal status 

is that of a pauper, as he did not intended to return to his first 
house but to continue to his other house, and he can therefore 

establish residence at the end of his Shabbat limit simply by declar- 
ing that he wishes to acquire residence in such-and-such place. 
And the legal status of these other inhabitants of his city, is that of 
wealthy people, as they are in their houses and have food. Conse- 
quently they can only establish residence at the end of their Shab- 
bat limit by depositing food there prior the onset of Shabbat. 


That was also taught in a baraita: With regard to one who has two 
houses, with the distance of two Shabbat limits between them, 
once he set out on the way, clearly demonstrating his intention 
to leave, although he did not explicitly say: My residence is at the 
end of my Shabbat limit, he acquired an eiruv there. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Furthermore, Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda said: Even if 
another found him before he left, and said to him: Spend the 
night here, it is a hot period, or it is a cold period and inadvisable 
to set out now, on the following day he may rise early and go to 
the other town, as his intention to walk is sufficient. 
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Rabba said: With regard to saying that he is establishing residence at the 
end of his Shabbat limit, everyone agrees that this is necessary, as oth- 
erwise it could be understood that he is returning to his house because 
he changed his mind about establishing residence elsewhere. When they 
disagree is with regard to whether or not it is necessary for him actually 
to set out on his way. Rabbi Yehuda maintains that he must have set out 
on his way, whereas Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, maintains that he 
need not even set out on his way, as his intention to leave is sufficient. 


And Rav Yosef said: With regard to actually setting out on his way, ev- 
eryone agrees that this is necessary. Where they disagree is with regard 

to whether or not it is necessary for him to say that he is establishing his 

residence at the end of his Shabbat limit. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is this halakha that 
Ulla stated? Ifa person set out on his way, and another persuaded him 
to return home, he is considered returned and as considered set out on 
his way. 


The Gemara analyzes Ulla’s statement itself: If he is considered returned, 
with the same legal status as the rest of the residents of his city and has 
not established residence elsewhere, why is he described as set out on his 
way? And if he is considered set out on his way, indicating that he estab- 
lished residence at the end of his Shabbat limit, why is he described as 
returned? 


The Gemara answers: Emend Ulla’s statement and explain that this is what 
he is saying: Although he was returned to his original place, he is none- 
theless regarded as having set out on his way. In accordance with whose 
opinion did he state this ruling? According to the opinion of Rav Yosef, 
that everyone agrees he must set out on his way, and in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda," that he need not 
declare he is establishing his residence at the end of his Shabbat limit. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Yehuda bar Ishtata once brought a basket 

of fruit to Rav Natan bar Oshaya in a nearby town, four thousand cubits 

away, on Shabbat eve. When he was going, Rav Natan left him until he 

descended one step, and then said to him: Lodge here tonight. He al- 
lowed him start his journey so that he would be considered as having set 
out on his way. On the following day Rav Yehuda bar Ishtata rose early 
and went home. 


The Gemara comments: In accordance with whose opinion did Rav 
Natan bar Oshaya act? Apparently, it was in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Yosef that everyone agrees that he must set out on his way, and in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda that he need 
not declare that he is establishing his residence at the end of his Shabbat 
limit. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, that is not necessarily so, as it is 
possible to say that he acted according to the opinion of Rabba, and in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and Rav Yehuda bar 
Ishtata declared that he establishes his residence at the end of his Shabbat 
limit. 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Meir says: Anyone who can estab- 
lish an eiruv, and negated his residence in his original place, and did not 
establish an eiruy, is likened to both a donkey driver and a camel driver. 
The Gemara asks: Didn’t we have already learned it once before in an- 
other mishna: In a case of uncertainty, Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda 
say: This person is likened to both a donkey driver and a camel driver." 
Here too, it is obvious that the same applies, as that is Rabbi Meir’s opin- 
ion with regard to all uncertain cases. 


NOTES 


According to Rav Yosef, and in accordance with 
Rabbi Yosei — aT 273 DP 177 xx) bY ab: 
How can we be certain this is not according to Rabba 
in accordance with Rabbi Yehuda, as is stated on 
the following amud in a different context (see Rashi 
here)? One answer is that amora'im do not speak in 
vague formulations. If Ulla agreed with Rabba and 
Rabbi Yehuda, he would have said that someone 
persuaded him to return while he is establishing 
residence at the end of his Shabbat limit. Since Ulla 
did not explain it in this manner, he clearly maintains 
hat there is no need to say anything at all (Rashba). 


HALAKHA 
To return and to set out — prnata vin: fa person 
sets out on his way and then returns, he does not 
have to say that he seeks to establish his residence 
in a particular place. He need only intend to do so. 
evertheless, he must set out on his way, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, as explained by Rabbi Yosef (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 410:2). 


NOTES 


A donkey driver and a camel driver - va van: 
Rabbi Sheshet explains that there is a difference 
between the two types of uncertainty; between an 
uncertainty whether or not he established an eiruv, 
and an uncertainty whether he established a place of 
residence in a different place or in his own location. 
Since likening one’s status to that of a camel driver 
and a donkey driver is a great stringency, perhaps, 
when the uncertainty is whether or not he estab- 
lished an eiruv at all he should be considered like 
the rest of the inhabitants of his city (see the Ritva). 
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HALAKHA 

One who went out beyond his limit — yin x¥7w 1 
pin: If a person intentionally went even one cubit be- 
yond his Shabbat limit, he may not reenter, in accordance 
with the unattributed opinion of the first tanna in the 
mishna. According to the Magen Avraham, if he was forced 
out or if he did so to perform a mitzva, the ruling is lenient 
and his limit is incorporated within that of the town. This 
is in accordance with the explanation of Rashi and other 
commentaries (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 405:1). 


One foot beyond the Shabbat limit - pind yin ons bs: 
If a person had one foot beyond his Shabbat limit, he 
may reenter, in accordance with the second version of 
Rabbi Hanina’s statement, because the halakha is in ac- 
cordance with the second version, as it is supported by 
other sources. In addition, the halakha is in accordance 
with the lenient opinion in the halakhot of eiruv (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 405:2). 


NOTES 
If you turn away your feet due to Shabbat - awn ox 
bn nawn: Rabbi Hanina interprets the verse as though 
it should be read literally, i.e., sometimes Shabbat is ob- 


served by turning away a foot that ventured beyond the 
Shabbat limit. 


Two and three - vow Dnw: The Gemara concludes that 
Rabbi Eliezer’s ruling is based on the incorporation of 
Shabbat boundaries, i.e., each person has a limit of four 
cubits, two on each side. Consequently, if he is within two 
cubits, his own narrow limit is incorporated within the 
town limit, and it is as though he never left. If, however, he 
has ventured slightly further, his limit is merely contiguous 
with the town limit but not incorporated within it. As a 
result, he is not permitted to reenter (Ritva). 
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Rav Sheshet said: It is necessary to state this ruling here as well, so 
that you will not say the reason for Rabbi Meir’s statement only 
applies in a case where there is uncertainty whether one estab- 
lished an eiruv or did not establish an eiruv, and in that case he is 
in likened to both a donkey driver and a camel driver. However, 
in a case where there is certainty that he did not establish an eiruv 
he is not likened to both a donkey driver and a camel driver, but 
his Shabbat limit is the same as the rest of the residents of his city. 


Rather, say that even in a case where there is certainty that he did 
not establish an eiruv he is sometimes likened to both a donkey 
driver and a camel driver, as here he certainly did not establish 
an eiruv, and yet he is likened to both a donkey driver and a cam- 
el driver. It was therefore necessary to state that even in that case, 
where there is no uncertainty whether or not he established the ei- 
ruv, but only with regard to the location of his residence, he none- 
theless has the status of both a donkey driver and a camel driver. 


MI S H N A One who intentionally, not for the purpose 


of performing a mitzva, went out beyond his 
Shabbat limit," even if only one cubit, may not reenter. Rabbi 
Eliezer says: Ifhe went out two cubits he may reenter; however, if 
he went out three cubits he may not reenter. 


G E M ARA Rabbi Hanina said: If one of his feet was 

within the Shabbat limit, and his other 
foot was beyond the Shabbat limit, he may not reenter, as it is 
written: “If you turn away your feet [raglekha] due to Shabbat”™ 
(Isaiah 58:13). The word raglekha is written in defective form with- 
out the letter yod, and can therefore be read as your foot in the 
singular, indicating that Shabbat can be desecrated by the reentry 
of even a single foot." 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But wasn’t the opposite taught in a 
baraita? If one of his feet was within the Shabbat limit, and his 
other foot was beyond the Shabbat limit, he may reenter. The 
Gemara answers: In accordance with whose opinion is this taught? 
It is in accordance with the opinion of Aherim, as it was taught in 
a baraita: Aherim say: He is attributed to the place where the 
majority of his body lies, and therefore, it is permitted for him to 
enter, as he stepped out with only one foot. 


The Gemara cites a different version of the previous discussion. 
Some say that Rabbi Hanina said: If one of his feet was within the 
Shabbat limit, and his other foot was beyond the Shabbat limit, 
he may reenter, as it is written: “If you turn away your feet due to 
Shabbat” (Isaiah 58:13). We read the word raglekha as your feet, in 
the plural, indicating that the entry of a single foot is permitted. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty. But wasn’t the opposite taught in a 
baraita: He may not reenter? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Hanina 
stated his opinion in accordance with the opinion of Aherim, as it 
was taught in a baraita: He is attributed to the place where the 
majority of his body is located, and it is therefore permitted to 
enter, as most of his body remains within the Shabbat limit. 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Eliezer says: If he went out 
two cubits he may reenter; however, ifhe went out three cubits he 
may not reenter." The Gemara asks: But wasn’t it taught otherwise 
in a baraita? Rabbi Eliezer says: If he went out one cubits he may 
reenter; however, ifhe went out two cubits he may not reenter. The 
Gemara answers: That is not a difficulty. This, the mishna, is refer- 
ring to a case where he moved from the first cubit and is now 
standing two cubits out, and therefore it is permitted for him to 
reenter; however that, the baraita, is referring to a case where he 
moved from the second cubit and is now standing three cubits out. 
Consequently, it is prohibited for him to reenter. 
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The Gemara raises another difficulty. But wasn’t it taught in a dif- 
ferent baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: Even if he went one cubit 
out, he may not enter. The Gemara answers: When that baraita 
was taught it was with regard to one measuring his limit by count- 
ing two thousand steps. As we learned in a mishna: And for one 
established residence in a particular place, and is now measuring 
his limit by counting out steps, with regard to whom the Sages said 
one provides him with two thousand cubits, even if his measure- 
ment ended in a cave he may not walk even one cubit beyond his 
measurement. 


MI S H N A With regard to one for whom it grew dark" 

while he was traveling outside the Shabbat 
limit" of the town where he was heading, even if he was only one 
cubit outside the limit he may not enter the town." Rabbi Shimon 
says: Even if he was fifteen cubits beyond the limit he may enter 
the town, because the surveyors do not precisely demarcate the 
measures; rather, they mark the Shabbat limit within the two thou- 
sand cubits, due to those who err." 


G E M ARA With regard to the mishna’s statement: Due 


to those who err, it is taught in a baraita: 
Due to those who err in their measurement. In other words, be- 
cause the surveyors are concerned that they might have erred in 
their measurements, they are stringent and do not position the mark 
at the edge of the limit, but move it several cubits within the limit. 


NOTES 


One who went out and one for whom it grew dark - 
“pony mL: In the Jerusalem Talmud it is ie stat- 
ed that there is no difference between someone who went 
out and one for whom it grew dark; the tanna‘im disagree in 
both cases. Consequently, there are three opinions regarding 
this issue: The opinion of the first tanna, that of Rabbi Eliezer, 
and that of Rabbi Shimon. Some early commentaries explain 
differently (Rabbeinu Yehonatan and others). 


If it grew dark for a person while beyond the limit - pwn 
onay yim: Apparently, he is permitted to walk another two 
housand cubits from his location at nightfall. However, he 
may not enter the town itself, because he was not located 
within its limit when nighttime arrived. See the Meiri and 
he opinions he cites. 


Due to those who err — pyivit 912: The Rambam, in his 
Commentary on the Mishna, indicates that this refers to 
he errors of the surveyors in their measurement, and that 
he fifteen cubits is not a fixed distance. Rather, if the to- 
pography is flat, the assumption is that they erred by less; if 
e terrain is shaped by hills and ravines, their error will be 
greater (Bartenura). 


HALAKHA 


One for whom it grew dark while outside the Shabbat 
limit - Dna yin PETT ya: If night fell when a person 
was beyond a town's Shabbat limit, even if he was only one 
cubit beyond that limit, he may not enter the town. How- 
ever, he has a full Shabbat limit from the residence that he 
established, in accordance with the unattributed opinion of 
the first tanna (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 405:3). 
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Summary of 
Perek IV 


The focus in this chapter was primarily on the question of how an individual who 
does not have a specific permanent residence acquires his Shabbat limit. The Sages 
established that one who forfeited his Shabbat limit by venturing beyond that limit 
may proceed only four cubits, as that is the basic area at the disposal of every person 
at any time, even if he no longer has the right to the greater Shabbat limit of two 
thousand cubits. However, this holds true only for one who ventured beyond his 
Shabbat limit without justification. If there was a justified reason for leaving, e.g., to 
rescue someone, give testimony, or go to war, one establishes residence and acquires 
the Shabbat limit at his destination. 


It was also concluded in this chapter that one acquires his Shabbat limit consciously 
or unconsciously. Indeed, even an individual who was sleeping in a specific location 
as Shabbat arrives acquires his Shabbat limit at that location, and he may walk two 
thousand cubits in any direction from there. Similarly, one who was adjacent to a 
city or some other place in which he desired to acquire residence, even if he did not 
know precisely where that residence would be, acquires that residence as long as he 
is near enough to that place that it is permitted to reach it. 


There are two methods in which one may establish a joining of Shabbat boundaries 
without placing food at the new residence. The first method, which is effective regard- 
less of the circumstances, is establishing an eiruv with one’s feet. One who seeks to 
establish an eiruv can, during the day, go to the place that he seeks to acquire as his 
residence, and declare: I acquire residence at this location. This is effective even if 
he then returns home and sleeps there. At times, he acquires residence even without 
a declaration. This is effective because the halakha requiring placement of food in 
establishing residence was instituted as a leniency enabling one to establish an eiruv 
by means of an agent. 


An alternative method of joining the boundaries is by declaring that one seeks to 
establish residence in a specific location, even without being present at that location. 
However, the Sages allowed the acquisition of residence in this manner, without plac- 
ing food, only in cases where there is no other alternative. Therefore, this method may 
be employed by people traveling who must establish Shabbat residence en route. One 
sitting at home who is able to establish an eiruv employing one of the other methods 
may not acquire residence utilizing this method. 
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Since the publication of the first volume of the Koren Talmud Bavli we have employed 
some transliterated acronyms, such as Rambam, to give the translation a more 
authentic flavor. These acronyms are used throughout this volume where they are 
well known and where the acronym helps readers easily identify the author in ques- 
tion. The following chart provides the full name of each author or work alongside 
its common acronym. 
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COMMON ACRONYMS 


aharal 

aharam Alashkar 
aharam Brisk 
aharam Halawa 
aharam Lublin 
aharam Mintz 


aharam of Rothenburg 


aharam Padua 
aharam Schick 
aharam Schiff 
aharatz Hayyut 

ahari Abuhav 

ahari Bassan 

ahari Beirav 

ahari ben Lev 

ahari ben Malkitzedek 
ahari Berona 


ahari Kurkus 
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Rabbi Yehuda Loew of Prague 
Rabbi Moshe Alashkar 

Rabbi Mordekhai Brisk 

Rabbi Moshe Halawa 

Rabbi Meir of Lublin 

Rabbi Moshe Mintz 


Rabbi Meir of Rothenburg 


Rabbi Meir of Padua 
Rabbi Moshe Schick 


Rabbi Meir Schiff 


Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes 


Rabbi Yitzhak Abuhav 

Rabbi Yehiel Bassan 

Rabbi Ya'akov Beirav 

Rabbi Yosef ben Lev 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Malkitzedek 
Rabbi Yisrael Berona 


Rabbi Yosef Kurkus 


ahari Mintz Rabbi Yehuda Mintz 

ahari Weil Rabbi Ya'akov Weil 

aharih Rabbi Yehezkia ben Ya'akov of Magdeburg 

aharik Rabbi Yosef Colon 

aharikash Rabbi Ya'akov Castro 

aharil Rabbi Ya'akov HaLevi Molin 

aharit Rabbi Yosef di Trani 

aharit Algazi Rabbi Yom Tov Algazi 

aharsha Rabbi Shmuel Eliezer Eidels 

aharshal Rabbi Shlomo Luria 

albim Rabbi Meir Leibush ben Yehiel Michel Wisser 

etziv Rabbi Naftali Tzvi Yehuda Berlin 
Nimmukei HaGrib Comments of Rabbi Yehuda Bakhrakh on the Maharsha 
Piskei HaRid Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 
Piskei Riaz Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 
Ra’ah Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 
Ra'anah Rabbi Eliyahu ben Hayyim 
Ra'avad Rabbi Avraham ben David 
Ra'avan Rabbi Eliezer ben Natan 
Ra'avya Rabbi Eliezer ben Yoel HaLevi 
Rabbi Avraham ben HaRambam Rabbi Avraham, son of the Rambam 


Radak 
Radbaz 
Ralbag 
Ramah 
Rambam 
Ramban 
Ran 
Rashash 
Rashba 
Rashbam 
Rashbatz 
Rashi 
Re'em Horowitz 
Rema 

Ri HaLavan 
Ri Haver 
Ri Migash 
Riaf 

Riaz 

Rid 
Ridvaz 

Rif 

Rim 

Ritva 

Riva 
Rivam 
Rivan 


Rivash 


Rosh 

Shakh 

Shas 

Sheelat Ya‘avetz 
Shela 

Siddur Rashi 
Sma 

Smag 

Smak 


Talmid HaRa‘ah 


Rabbi Shlomo ben Rashbatz 
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Rabbi Shlomo, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 
Rabbi David Kimhi 

Rabbi David ben Zimra 

Rabbi Levi ben Gershon 

Rabbi Meir HaLevi 


Rabbi Moshe ben Maimon 


Rabbi Moshe ben Nahman 

Rabbeinu Nissim ben Reuven of Gerona 
Rabbi Shmuel Strashun 

Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 

Rabbi Shmuel ben Meir 

Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 


Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhaki 


Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz 

Rabbi Moshe Isserles 

Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Ya'akov of Prague 
Rabbi Yitzhak Isaac Haver 

Rabbi Yosef Migash 

Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 
Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 

Rabbi Ya'akov David ben Ze'ev Wilovsky 


Rabbi Yitzhak Alfasi 


Rabbi Yitzhak Meir of Gur 

Rabbi Yom Tov ben Avraham Asevilli (of Seville) 
Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Asher 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Meir 

Rabbi Yehuda bar Natan 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Sheshet 

Rabbeinu Asher ben Rabbi Yehiel 

Siftei Kohen by Rabbi Shabtai Cohen Rappaport 

The Six Orders of the Mishna 

Responsa of Rabbi Ya'akov Emden 

Shenei Luhot HaBerit by Rabbi Yeshaya HaLevi Horowitz 
Siddur compiled by Rashi’s students 

Sefer Meirat Einayim by Rabbi Yehoshua Falk 

Sefer Mitzvot Gadol by Rabbi Moshe of Coucy 

Sefer Mitzvot Katan by Rabbi Yitzhak ben Yosef of Corbeil 


A student of Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 


COMMON ACRONYMS 


273 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Talmid HaRashba A student of Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 
= Jure zahav sy lial Pavin HaLevi 


i HaLavan laser oF Poppe Yitzhak sol Ya‘ ae of f RragUE 
— Sefer HaTurim by Rabbi Ya'akov ben Asher 
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Courtyards and upright boards — nixya pai nin 
107...around a well 


v 


Take fifty and surround it — Dan 230) wan biv 
126...with fifty 


y 


71...Solomon’s Sea — mindy bw oD 
96...Increases the upright boards — papa may 


2) 


Terminates on one of the sides — nam "pyy DYE) 
35...0f the backyard 


154...Unripe dates [kafniyot] — nia 
264...The village of Aroma — miiy 393 
153...Dodder — mwa 


190...Flask — pm 

Aside post that protrudes — tay) vbian mb 
25...into an alleyway 

A side post that extends — ian bw i91 oy qwian md 
47...along the wall of an alleyway 

A side post that is visible from — ynan 032 MNAI nb 
45...the inside and from the outside 

73...A side post that is not in its place — inipna iyxw 1b 

A side post that is - 12% Yg md 
45...not conspicuous 

58...Side posts and a cross beam — mip) pnd 

61...A narrow inlet in a courtyard — "yma om yw 


2 


29...Alleyways that are open — peann nixiaa 
An alleyway of — nap mya ja Na 
24...four handbreadths 
39...An alleyway shaped like a centipede — Sa pyr ian 


If the alleyway terminated — mama mop an 
33...in a backyard 

27...A crooked alleyway — Dipy ‘iar 

If an alleyway was breached — ixtbna yaw Naa 
34...along the entire length 

If the side wall of an alleyway — iwN 3 ityn yyw ian 
23...was breached toward its entrance 

An alleyway was lined — pba joy qw rian 
44...with side posts 

84...A mat with a hole carved out of it —ApPpPN nbyna 

121... The slope of Gader — 137 Kanma 

89...Sodomite salt — nate nbn 


Placed straight across the alleyway — 77771 7333 xx ma 
AO...at the end of the short side 


172...The money in the collection box [shofar] - siwa niyn 
231...A cave and its roof — FaN TWA 
72...Square and round — nibayiniyana 


A 


39...Centipede [nadal] ->p 

233. ..Neharde'a — KYI 

160. .. The toxins [nahash] of an onion — byaaw vn 
26... The breach is in a corner — m% p3 y9) 


X 


106. .. Square stone — NYDN 12% 

106...Round stone -nyay jax 

146...A saddle and a pommel — Diam DIK 
8...Entrance Hall and Sanctuary -bom obi 
181...Boxthorn [atad] - tex 

244...A sexually underdeveloped woman - myth 
175...A tree that leans out — mpiat tons 

135...An enclosed veranda [akhsadra] — YTJ% 
262... Two thousand cubits — max msds 

200...Two thousand and one thousand —abx) msds 
1... The cornices in the Entrance Hall — oxa nixa% 
140... .Atzvata haruziyata — ROSIN KON 

68...A small brick and a large brick — mab my 


al 


136...An orchard and a pavilion — NPI MAK ADI 

136...An orchard and a mansion ~ fiat AIA 

104...A cistern whose own width is eight cubits — miny xja 

A cistern whose width is — mwy onw via 
104...twelve cubits 

113...Huts [burganin] — pana 

123... .Beit Gilgul —basb ma 

154...Beityoni — niya 

Where the walls of the - napp nia poaaza 
46...small courtyard protrude 

7)...Bat- na 


a 


151...Sweet clover [gudgedaniyyot] — MYTA 
153...Arugula [gargir] — mu 


4 
16...Curved wall — mapy ,517 
227...A palm tree and its shadow yr bps 


A path of the public domain passing — psa Jina 74 
120...between the upright boards surrounding a well 


gi 
88... Thorns [higei] — 93 
88... Shrubs [hizmei] — 07 
30... The alleyway in Neharde'a — syTn a riaan 
18...The altar — mapan 
126... The Tabernacle — pwan 


J 


And let us say the principle — na x) 
46...0f lavud applies 


t 
35...Opposite one another — mt 7323 M 


n 


He carves out the space — wah pppin 
177...to complete it 

151...Green grain [haziz] In 

151...Purslane [halaglogot] — nibhr 

A smaller courtyard — nina) ayp VpS 
37...that was breached into a larger courtyard 

Courtyard that is — nixiaa ww paw ayn 
252...between two alleyways 


Index of 
Background 
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Cross beam attached — and MALT mip 
41...to an alleyway 


Cross beam drawn away from — DIN mya Aw mip 
42...one direction 


71...Curved cross beam — map% MP 


Cross beam suspended — mawa mba mip 
42...and drawn away 


Cross beam suspended — nina nwa mba mip 
42...in the air 

118. ..Rushes [kurmei] — "Np 

156...Glasswort [kalya] — wp 

178...A reed and a basket -bpo mp 

134...A roofed karpef — mip 9877 


` 


95... Team -7p 

131...A yard and a path — brawn mam 

The square that the Sages — a1 yar XVID" 
127...Squared it 


w 


220. . |f one established residence in a valley - nypa naw 
155...Shinnana — Kvv 

97.. Inferior figs of a deyufra — K7 pmo 

249. .. Three courtyards — niv¥n vow 

95...Eight that look like twelve — Wy Dawa peu minw 
56...Arched gateway — 723 nwyn Ww 

227...Rabban Gamliel’s tube — yng par dw mpiaw 

69... Two cross beams — nip nw 


n 


113... Three parasangs [parsei] — B13 xion 
157. . Beets [teradin] - pT 


D 


121... The Ladder of Tyre — ix xabip 
225...Sura and Pumbedita — K012) KPD 
237. . Identifying signs of clouds — Davia ao 
129...A sandal -bmp 


y 
158. ..Ukla - x3 
137.. The eiruv of Mehoza — tima avy 
159...Ardiska — Spo Ty 
140...Arkablin — phapw 
64... The preparation of ink — 91 m»wy 


5 
181. ..Rue - 038 
53... Broken entrances — SOY ND 
49...Board a cubit and a half - n%m mA% D3 
49. ..Board three cubits wide — vow DS 
48...Upright boards surrounding a well — nica 95 
84...A breach in the middle — ynya yna 
84... breach at the bottom - Avan yna 
84... breach at the top - nyyd yna 


x 
7...The form of a doorway — nnaa nys 
Opening in the form of a doorway — 787 ja nnsa nys 
55...from the side 


P 
53...Poles and vines — ninian ponp 
154...Heart of palm — 1p 
39... The cross beam is placed diagonally —yiosbxa nyp 
40...Diagonal cross beam — ipsdwa mip 
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2) X 
261...Land tax [karga] — x32 136. . .Pavilion [abvarneka] — Kp NWAK 
5 28...City entrances [abbulei] — sya 
51...Not so [lei] — x4 165...Indeed [aval] — bax 
64...Scribe [laviar] — bah 237...Ocean [okeyanos] — DIYIPI 
3 135. . Enclosed veranda [akhsadra] — YTP% 


74.. Reasoning [nimmuk] — pnay 
217...Port [namel] -bm 


D 


123...Officer [sardeyot] — virto 
33...Main street [seratya] — KVD 


y 
50...Stool [asla] — xboy 


5 
181...Army [pulmosa] — xpinins 


53...Broken entrances [pithei shimaei] — "ae "NID 


33...Plaza [pelatya] — EE) 

95. ..Upright boards [passin] — ppa 
191...Guard [parhagabena] — KAN 
113...Parasang [parsa] -70 


x 


201... Torah scholar [tzurva meirabbanan] — pam KANE 


P 
53.. Poles [kunddeisin] — ppap 
89. ..Grain [korta] - KBTIP 
64...Copper sulfate [kankantom] — pinapap 


5 
230...Market [ristaka] — “PAD 


w 


13...Skewer [shefud] - naw 


90...Quartered soldiers [akhsanya] - XYP% 
11...Cornice [amaltera] — sbay 

170. ..Unminted coin [asimon] — yor 
230...Fodder [aspasta] - KAPD% 
136...Mansion [apadna] — KIN 

128. ..Rows [itztablaot] — nixbapyx 


al 


136...Orchard [bustana] — xanpia 
113...Huts [burganin] — pana 
145...Beit haperas — DBA ma 
77...Balcony [barka] - x912 


a 
193...Cake [geluska] — xpords 


7 


97...Deyomadin — pmi 
97...Deyufra — KYT 


gi 


218. ..Edema [hidrokan] — (piny 
73...Brine [hilmei] — nbn 


n 


63...My uncle [havivi] — an 


v 


161...Pieces of meat [tabahakki] — 172V 
178. . Basket [teraskal] —bpow 
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Index of 
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Image 
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X 
184...Avtolemos — pindivars 


a 
148. ..Ben Bag Bag — 333343 


| 
219... The Sages of Neharde’a — Ym) 


D 
163.. .Sinai — YD 

5 
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